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SANATCININ ELI
Mary Jane Jacob

El bir aractir ve sanatci i¢in, icinde bulundugumuz
dijital cagda bile, elzem bir aractir. Magdalena
Abakanowicz’in sanatina bakuigimizda da her

yaptig1 isin i¢inde, seneler boyu tizerine calistig1

tiim serilerinde elini goriiriiz. Abakanowicz daima
islerinde mevcuttur. Yapma ediminin ardindaki gui¢
onun ta kendisidir. Malzemenin sekillendirilmesinden,
isin ruhunun arastirnlmasina kadar hep isin icindedir
-elleri ile ve elleri aracihigiyla- hem yeni hem de
tamdik bir sey olarak, hem ona hem de diinyaya dair.
Sanatcilarin, ipki onun gibi, bir maddeyi bir baska
seye dontustiirebilmeleri, yaratiya anlam ve hayat
verebilmeleri ger¢ekten de bir ¢esit simya icerir,
sihirlidir.

Sanatc¢inin ellerinin isin i¢cinde oldugunu sdylerken
bu sadece Abakanowicz’in onlari, ister atdlyesinde
ister belirli baska bir yerde, heykeltiraslarin kullandig:
malzemeler olan kumas, metal, tas veya camur
kullanarak yaratmis olmasindan kaynaklanmamakta.
Ve ne de her bir isi tekil bir is olarak yapmasindan,
islerinin onemli bir 6zelligi olan ayn1 kalipla

asla birden ¢ok dokiim yapmamasindan da
kaynaklanmamakta. Bunun sebebi islerinde ellerinin
varligimin her zaman goze goruntr bir sekilde
hissediliyor olmasinda. Yarattig1 nesnelere bakilacak
her bir ac¢ida elinin dokusunu ve gorinitmiini fark
edebiliriz. Yani bir yandan herhangi bir nesneye genel
seklini verirken, mesela bir bedene ya da kusa, bir
yandan da onun ytuizeyinin her bir santimetresine
dokunarak, kendi 6zel ve derin Kisisel duyarhligim da
nesneye asilar.

Abakanowicz’in yaptig1 her bir heykel bilesik bir
formdur. Bu onun bir imge insa etmeKk i¢in kullandig
secilmis bir malzemenin birikmis halidir; ve

biitiin yiizeyin dile gelisi bu verili maddeselligin
stuirekliligine olanak saglar. Yaptiklar arasindan
istediginiz bir isi se¢ip onun da herhangi bir
parcasina odaklandigimizda, orada onun elini
goreceksiniz. Onun elini malzemenin islenmesi
esnasindaki hareketin, tavrin dondurulmus ifadesinde
bulacaksiniz. Ama burada aciga ¢ikarilacak daha

¢ok sey var. Yapim asamasimnin her bir soyutlanms,
kii¢iik ve miinferit anina baktiginizda, orada ¢ok
daha engin bir sey bulacaksiiz: lavin akisi, diinya

THE ARTIST’S HAND
Mary Jane Jacob

The hand is a tool and an essential one for the artist, even
in the digital age. Looking at Magdalena Abakanowicz’s
art, we see her hand in every work, each series over

the years. She is always present. She is the force behind
the making. She is there in the fashioning of material
and investing of spirit—with and through her hands—
something that is both new and familiar, of her and of
the world. How artists, such as she, can transform one
substance into another, giving meaning and life to the
creation, is truly alchemical.

This artist’s hand is in the works she makes not only
because Abakanowicz has literally created them, whether
in the studio or on site, using the sculptor’s materials of
cloth, metal, stone, or clay. It is not just because she makes
each as an individual, important for she never casts

Jrom the same mold in multiples. It is because her hand

is always visibly evident. We see it in the texture and look
of each aspect of her objects created. So while she gives

an overall form to an object, say the shape of a body or a
bird, at the same time she also touches every centimeter of
the surface, imbuing it with her particular, deeply personal
sensibility.

Each sculpture that Abakanowicz makes is a compounded
Jorm. It is the accumulation of a chosen material from
which she builds up an image; the articulation of the entire
surface leads to a continuity of this given materiality.

You can take any work of your choosing and focus on a
section, any part, and you will see her hand. You will see
it in the frozen gesture of the medium manipulated. But
there is more to be revealed. Look at each abstracted,
small and isolated moment of making, and there you

will find something else that is quite vast: the flow of

lava, the movement of the world’s oceans, the stretch and
strain of the body’s tissues. Present here is an aliveness

of things constantly in flux. Like the Buddhist parable of
the seed and the universe, each work in totality and in
part possesses a correspondence, coming together to tell a
bigger, universal story. Magdalena Abakanowicz, thus, is
uniquely able to give actual life to otherwise inert material.
She does so not just through the representation of things
we know and which populate our world, but through her
hand that shapes the very substance of the work, making it
alive and part of the universe.




okyanuslarinin hareketleri, bedenin dokularinin
yayllma ve gerilmesi. Burada siirekli devinim halinde
olan seylerin canlihig mevcuttur. Tipk: kainat ve
tohum ile ilgili Budist hikdyede oldugu gibi, her bir

is, hem biitiin olarak hem de her bir parcasi ile daha
biiyiik, daha evrensel bir hikayeyi anlatmak i¢in bir
miitekabiliyet dahilinde bir araya gelmistir. Boylelikle,
Magdalena Abakanowicz, aksi takdirde cansiz olan
malzemelere kendi benzersiz bi¢ciminde hayat vermeyi
basarmaktadir. Bunu da sadece diinyamizi dolduran
tanidik seylerin temsilleri tizerinden degil, isin dziine
sekil veren, ona hayat verip, evrenin bir parcasi haline
getiren eli aracihgiyla yapmaktadir.

Is araci olarak el, ne ofis cahisanlar: ne de
entelektiiellerle degil, el emegi ile iireten isc¢iler
uzerinden emek ile, isci ile 6zdeslesmistir. Bu nedenle
yuzyillar boyunca el emegi ile iireten heykeltiraslar,
resimden daha azimsanan, sanat i¢cindeki hiyerarside
resme esit degerde algilanmayan bir sanat tiretiyor
olmakla karalanmistir. Cagdas sanatin sinirlari

son derece genislemis uygulamalar: artik bu
arglimana bir son vermis olsa gerek ve Magdalena
Abakanowicz de kesinlikle heykelin ne olduguna dair
geleneksel beklentileri bosa ¢ikaranlarin liderleri
arasinda bulunmaktadir. Bu nedenle, onun islerini
gordiigliimiizde, elini de her bir isi gerceklestirirken
sarf ettigi emegin bir gostergesi, her bir nesneyi fiziki
olarak tiretirken gosterdigi cabanin bir belirtisi ve
varhginin tiim kudretiyle sanat¢inin mevcudiyetinin
takdire sayan bir kanit1 olarak fark ederiz. Yarati
olarak da yasamin her tiirlii farkli kesiminde ortaya
cikan insan tiretimi ile baglanti kurarak, insanlar
tarafindan islevi i¢in, giizelligi i¢in ya da her ikisi i¢in
birden iiretilen her sey ile iliskilenir. Ve boylelikle

o, tarih boyunca malzemeyi anlama dontistiirme
zorunlulugundan dogan bir ortak insani eylemin
parcasi haline gelir.

Eller caglar boyunca her kiiltiirde sembolik
anlamlarla ytiklenmislerdir. Tarihoncesi magaralarda
ellere rastlamaktayiz, hem tiretim araci hem de

imge olarak. El Islam’da da giiclii bir semboldiir;

el seklindeki nazarhklarin koruyucu imgesi ya da
Fatma’nin eliyle. Eller Musevilik’te ve Hristiyanhk’ta
da bulunmaktadir ve Buda’nin 6gretisini de kismen
kutsayici el hareketleri ya da mudralar1 aracihigiyla
bilmekteyiz. Hayatin yasanisinin ¢esitli yonlerine
iliskin bir metafordur eller. Mesela, bir dostluk eli ya

The hand as the vehicle of work has become synonymous
with labor, laborers who toil with their hands, not office
workers or intellectuals. Hence sculptors, by virtue of the
manual labor they have undertaken through the centuries,
have been denigrated for carrying out an art that is less
than painting, so not valued equally in the hierarchy of
the arts. The widely expanded modes of contemporary
art practice should now have put this argument to rest,
and surely Magdalena Abakanowicz has been one of the
leaders to explode conventional expectations of what
sculpture is. Therefore, when we see her work, we can
take the evidence of her hand as an admirable indication
of the labor invested each time she executes a work, of the
effort by which she physically makes each object, and of
the presence of this artist with all the force of her being.
Making, she also connects to all human production as
manifested in various walks of life, to all things which
human beings make for the sake of function or beauty or
both. And she joins in a shared human action over history
that emerges oul of necessity to transform material into
meaning.

The hand has had symbolic meaning in all cultures
throughout the ages. In prehistoric caves we find the
hand, simultaneously the instrument of making and

the image. The hand is a powerful symbol in Islam, the
protective image of the hamsa or hand of Fatima. It exists
in Judaism and Christianity as well, while we know of
Buddha’s work in part through hand gestures or mudras.
It is a metaphor for aspects of the living of life. For
instance, we give a hand in friendship or to help; destiny
is evoked as we imagine someone or something holding
the world in their hands. It is no wonder, for hands are
the primary extremity by which we feel and also know.
The hand defines us as separate from other species, while
each person’s hand is a signature unique to them and
Jingerprints trace our individuality in the eyes of the law.
Because the hand becomes over time the image of life’s
story, other belief systems look for truth in the palm. And

hands are a language in and of themselves, both intuitively

and as a codified system for those who cannot hear. So the
hand is an ever-present and rich, personal and cultural
Jorm of communication.

It is with her hand that Abakanowicz communicales
through her art. The hand has also been the image for
three works by this artist over the years, first in the mid-
1970s and then again, twice, in the early years of this
century. However, looking at these works I hesitate to say

da yardim eli uzatiriz; ve kader de birisinin veya bir
seyin diinyay1 ellerinde tuttugu imgesi ile zihnimizde
canlandirilir. Bu pek de sasirtici degil, ¢iinki ellerimiz
duymak ve anlamak icin kullandigimiz birincil
uzuvlarimizdir. Eller bizi diger tiirlerden ayiran bir
ozelligimizdir, herkesin eli kendine has bir imza
niteligindedir ve kanun nezdinde parmak izlerimiz
araciligiyla birey olarak takip edilebiliriz. Elin zaman
icerisinde hayat hikayesinin imgesi haline gelmesi
sebebiyle farkh inang sistemleri de gercekligi avug
icinde ararlar. Ve eller bizatihi bir dil icerirler, hem
sezgisel olarak hem de duyamayanlar icin belirli bir
sekilde kodlanmis halde. Kisacasi el daima var olan,
zengin, kisisel ve kiltiirel bir iletisim bic¢imi icerir.

Abakanowicz de sanat iizerinden eliyle iletisim
kurar. El aym1 zamanda sanat¢inin seneler icerisinde,
oncelikle 1970’lerin ortalarinda ve daha sonra

icinde bulundugumuz ytizyihn ilk yillarinda iki defa
gerceklestirdigi li¢ isin imgesi de olmustur. Ne var
ki, bu islere bakarak elin bu islerin 6znesi oldugunu
sOylemekte tereddiit ediyorum. Sanki 6zne olmaktan
daha fazlalar. Erken donem isi olan Sisal Hand’de
(Sisal El) form katidir. El bir yumruk gibi kendi i¢ine
kapalidir; i¢ kisimlar sanat¢inin her bir parmak
etrafina, elin tersine ve bilegin bir kismina sardig:
sisal sicimiyle baghdir. Bu i¢cinde gem vurulmus
enerji ve kuvveti zar zor zaptedebilen sabit ve lifli bir
formdur. Iste bundan dolay1 Abakanowicz’in bu ise
Fate and Art: Monologue (Kader ve Sanat: Monolog)
adli otobiyografisinde beyin {lizerine yazdig1 metni
takiben yer vermesi hic¢ de sasirtict degildir. Beyin de
ayni bu el gibi ¢cok giiclii bir potansiyele sahiptir.

that the hand is the subject. It is something more. In the
earlier work, Sisal Hand, the form is solid. The hand is
tightly closed in on itself like a fist; the interior is bounded
by sisal twine that the artist has wrapped around each
Jinger, the back of the hand, and a part of the wrist. It is

a fixed and fibrous form barely able to contain the energy
and strength restrained within. It comes as no surprise,
therefore, that Abakanowicz places this work following
her text on the brain in her autobiography Fate and Art:
Monologue. The brain, like this hand, is powerfully full of
potential.




Bundan farkl olarak Anatomy 19’da (Anatomi 19)
diger canl varhklarla olan benzerliklerimizi daha
bedensel sekillerde ifade eder. Buradaki el, bir acidan,
icinde insan elini barindiran bir eldiven gibidir. Fakat
bir diger acidan da daha c¢ok bir aga benzemektedir;
cuval bezi parmaklar arasinda birbirine baghdir,
boylelikle daha ¢ok bir pati ya da penceyi
andirmaktadir. Burada Abakanowicz insan dogasi

ile, anatomisini ve ihtisamini son on yillarda pek ¢ok
firsatta ele alma arayisina girmis oldugu hayvanlar
alemi ve kuslari birbirine baglamaktadir.

By contrast in Anatomy 19 she conveys our union with
other living creatures in more bodily ways. This hand,
Jrom one angle, is like a glove with the human hand
contained within. Yet from the opposing angle, it is web-
like; the burlap medium remains joined between digits,
making it appear more like a paw or claw. Here she joins
human nature to that of the world of animals and birds,
whose anatomy and majesty Abakanowicz have sought to
caplure in many occasions in recent decades.

Son olarak bir baska ilintili is her ne kadar dokiim
aliiminyum gibi sert malzemeler ile yapilmis

olsa da, bunun tam tersi bir etkiye sahiptir. Bu,
sanatcinin eli kalip almak icin ¢uval bezi ile sarilmis
iken basparmaginmin altindaki tenar kasi gosteren,
bedene dair ve sogansi bir istir. Bu tiretim siireci isin
dokusunu olusturur: daha cilde benzeyen bir yiizey ve
bir tiir yaslanmishk duygusu. Bu eser ayni zamanda
icerideki sinirler ve tendonlari, elin cukurlarini ve
konturlarii da daha gortiniir kilmaktadir. Ama yapim
stirecinde her zaman daha fazla sey sakhidir. Burada
elin cografyasi gorsel gozlem siirlarin1 asarak daha
derin bir algilayisa ulasir -calismis ve bir 6mrii olmus
bir elin gercekligi. Ve dahasi da var. Bu elin aldig:
sekil, ayn1 anda hem sira dis1 hem de normaldir ve
cok etkileyicidir: parmaklar bir araya getirilmis ve
avug ici yuvarlanmis, bagparmak uzatularak diger
parmaklara dogru iceri biikiilmiis ve aralarindaki
bosluk neredeyse yuvarlak bir sekil almis, yukar:
bakan avugc ici bu sefer goriiniir halde ve savunmasiz.
Sunma ya da paylasma ifadesi ile kendinden emin,
bu el ¢anak nevi bir araca doniisiiyor. Diinyaya acik,
diinyayi iceriyor. O tiim olanaklari i¢cinde barindiran
mekan olarak boslugun viicut bulmus hali.

Bu eller Abakanowicz’in islerinin diigiim noktasini
olustururlar: derinden igerilen bir bireysel kendini
ifade etme ve o ifadenin aracisi olarak; diinyadaki
tiim canlh varhklar arasinda paylasilan bir varolma
ve birbirine bagh olma hissi olarak; ve o tekil insan
bilinci veya bir bilince sahip tiim varliklar aleminin
otesinde, zihnimizde kainati canlandirir. Eger ki
onun sanatina bakma konusunda gayret sarf edecek
olunursa, sanati diger insanlara kendi baghhklarim
kesfetme yolunda bir acik davettir. Boylece
Abakanowicz’in elleri bir yandan onun ifadesinin
urinleri iken, diger yandan daha biiytk bir seyi de
ifade ederler. Tekrar tekrar sanatinin kalbinde yer
alan amacin gerceklestirmeyi basarir; kendinden
yola cikarak benligin 6tesinden bahsetmek, kendi
yer ve zamanini yansitmak fakat kendi kosullar:
veya o glinkii varolma kosullari ile sinirhh kalmamak.
Boylelikle, Magdalena Abakanowicz’in her bir eseri bu
sanatc¢i tarafindan ve onun eliyle yapiliyor olmasina
ragmen, bu eserlerin her biri de bize dair olma, bizler
tarafindan yapilmis olma olasihigini, her birimize has
emsalsiz bir anlam iceriyor olma vaadini de tasirlar.

Finally in another related work, though out of a hard
matlerial, cast aluminum, has quite the opposite affect. It
is fleshly and bulbous, capturing the muscular thenar at
the base of the thumb as the artist’s hand was wrapped
in burlap for casting. This process gives this worlk its
texture: a more skin-like surface and a sense of aging. This
work seems to reveal, too, the nerves and tendons within,
the hand’s depressions and contours. Bul there is always
more that occurs in the making. Here the geographies of
the hand extend beyond optical observation to arrive at a
deeper perception—the reality of a hand that has worked
and lived life. And there is more still. The shape that this
hand assumes, at once extraordinary and normal, is
telling: fingers pressed together and cupped, the thumb
extended and curved inward toward the other digits and
making almost a circular shape of the negative space
between them, the upright palm this time exposed and
vulnerable. Confident in a gesture of offering or sharing,
this hand becomes a bowl-like vessel. Open to the world,
it contains the world. It is the embodiment of the space of
empliness in which all potentiality dwells.

These hands serve as nodal aspects of Abakanowicz’s
oeuvre: deeply contained, individual human self-
expression and agency; the shared sense of being and
interconnectedness among all living things in the world;
and beyond the single human consciousness or the

realm of all sentient beings, she evokes the universe.

Her art is an open invitation to others to find their own
investment, if they only work in looking at her art. So
while Abakanowicz’s hands are products of her expression,
they also express something greater. Time and again

she achieves what she always aims at the heart of her
practice to do—to speak from herselfto beyond self, to
reflect her time and place but not be restricted by her own
circumstances or those of current-day existence. Thus,
while each work of Magdalena Abakanowicz is of this
artist and by her hand, each holds too the potential to be
of us and, through our own making, to realize the promise
they hold of a meaning unique to every one of us.






INSANIN YASAMISLIGININ MUHRU:
ABAKANOWICZ’IN HEYKELLERINDE
INSAN SERUVENI

Hasan Biillent Kahraman

Magdalena Abakanowicz’in bu sergide yer alan
heykelleri iki btiytik gercekligin altin1 ¢iziyor. Bu
heykeller hem biitiin bir heykel tarihinin birikimini
soguruyor, hem de bizi son derecede dramatik bir
anlatinin esiginde, heykelin plastiginden dogan
gerilimlerle, insanin evrensel gercekligini yeniden
diistinmeye itiyor. Abakanowicz’in izleyeni ¢arpan,
urperten, sarsan heykelleri s6z konusu oldugunda bu
iki olgunun birbirinden kopuk, birbirinden bagimsiz
iki farkli diizlem olmadigi, tersine birbirini besleyen
ve izleyici bakimindan eszamanh olarak tiireyen iki
olgu oldugunu hemen belirtmek gerekir. Heykellerin
plastigi ve figiirii daima zorlayan gerilimleriyle,
izleyicinin bir anlati olarak onlardan tiirettigi yorumlar
bizi ¢cok farkli bir esige, sanat yapitinin nicin tiretildigi
sorusuna varacak kadar zorlamakta. Ne var ki, bu
soru da tek boyutlu degil. Ciinkii sanat yapitinin nig¢in
uretildigi sorusu insanin tarih i¢indeki seriiveninden
kopuk bir bicimde ele alinamaz. Aksine ancak insanin
yeryuzindeKi biiytik sertiveni dustinuldiginde bu
soruya daha anlamh yanitlar turetilebilir.

Abakanowicz’in heykelleri tam da bu kat yerinde
bicimlenirken somut bir 6zdeslesimden dogduklarim
da bize sezdiriyorlar. Bu etkilesim bir saman-sanat¢i
olarak Abakanowicz’in iiretimiyle bizim o tiretimin
sonucu olarak izledigimiz heykeller arasinda cereyan
eden insana ait dykiilerdir. Insan olmasaydi bu
heykeller olmazdi. Ama bu heykeller olmasaydi

o zaman da insan eksik kalirdi. Bu bakimdan
Abakanowicz’in heykellerini kavramak, yerli yerine
oturtmak ancak insanin sanatla olan sertiveninin
izlenmesiyle ve sanatin insanin var olus seriiveniyle
olan iliskisinin ele alinmasiyla mumkiundiir. Bu da
Abakanowicz heykellerinin anlam cografyasinin
metafizikten antropolojiye kadar genisleyen bir
diizlemde somutlasmas1 demektir. Dolayisiyla bu
heykellerin ¢oziimlenmesi 6nce insan-sanat iliskisine,
sonra da heykellerin 6zgiil bir ‘okumasina’ baghidir.

|

Digerleriyle mukayese edildiginde kendi macerasini
bilen tek yaratik insandir. O macera uzun, gérkemli,
ayni zamanda da cok cileli bir ge¢cmise tekabiil eder.
Gec¢misini animsayabilen tek yaratik insandir. (Andre
Malraux Anti-Memoirs isimli kitabinin basinda ‘Bir

THE SEAL OF HUMAN EXISTENCE:

THE HUMAN ADVENTURE IN

MAGDALENA ABAKANOWICZ’S SCULPTURE
Hasan Biilent Kahraman

s

Magdalena Abakanowicz’s sculptures in this exhibition
underscore two great realities. On the one hand they grasp
the history of sculpture in its entirety; on the other they
compel us to rethink the universal human reality through
tensions arising from the plasticity of sculpture at the
threshold of an extremely dramatic narrative. When the
subject is Abakanowicz’s sculptures, which are at once
striking, chilling, and shocking for a viewer, one must
immediately point out that these two realities are by no
means two different planes that are either disconnected
Jrom or independent of one another but, on the contrary,
represent two phenomena that nourish each other and,
insofar as the viewer is concerned, emerge simultaneously.
Through tensions which constantly force the boundaries
of the plasticity and figurativeness of sculpture, the
narrative interpretations that the viewer derives from these
works compel us in a quite different direction that leads
ultimately to the question of why a work of art is created.
However not even this question is one-dimensional: for
the question of why a work of art is created cannot be
addressed in any way that is divorced from the human
historical adventure. On the contrary: it is only when the
great human adventure on this planet is considered does
it become possible to respond more meaningfully to this
question.

Shaped as they are at this very juncture, Abakanowicz’s
sculptures also give us the sense that they are born of
some concrete identity. The sources of this interaction

are the human stories that flow back and forth between
Abakanowicz’s work as a shaman-artist and the
products of that work which we view as sculptures. These
sculptures would not exist were it not for the human
story; but without these sculptures the story would also
be incomplete. In that respect, one’s ability to grasp
Abakanowicz’s sculptures and set them in their proper
context is only possible if we trace humanity’s artistic
adventure and consider the relationship between art and
the adventure of human existence. That in turn means
defining the semantic geography of Abakanowicz’s
sculptures across a broad domain that extends from
metaphysics to anthropology. For this reason, any
resolution of these sculptures is contingent first of all upon
the relationship between human beings and art and then
on a specific “reading” of the works themselves.




Budist Metni’'nden alintilayarak fillerin hayvanlar
aleminin en bilge yaratiklar: oldugunu soyler. Filler
durur, iki yana sallanarak ge¢mislerini animsarmis.!
Eger bunu saymazsak...) Ne var ki, insan o uzun ve
biliytik ge¢misini amimsamaz. Tersine o ge¢mise hayli
yabancidir. O uzak tarihi animsamadigi i¢in onun ne
anlama geldigini bilmez.

Oysa o tarih insanin diinyayr degistirisinin déykiistdur.

Yerytiziine nasil ¢iktigimi bugiin bile yeterince
bilmedigimiz o insan zamanla iki ayaginin istiine
kalkti. Ardindan baska hi¢bir yaratigin yapamadigini
gerceklestirdi. Basparmagiyla isaret parmaginm bir
araya getirdi. Boylelikle, alet yapmaya basladi. Alet
diinyay1 degistirmenin ana aracidir. Alet yapamasaydi
insan bugiin sahip olduklarinin hi¢birini elde
edemeyecekti. Bu siire¢ ayn1 zamanda kiiltiirel
uretime tekabiil eder. Kiiltiir insanin tiim maddi
iiretimidir. Insana ait olan ama kiiltiiriin kapsam
disinda kalan hicbir sey yoktur.

Maddi tiretimi insana asla yetmemistir. Kiiltiir
kavraminin kazandig soyut ve manevi anlam insanin
bu 6zelliginden kaynaklanir. Insanin manevi iiretimi
zihinseldir. Alet soyut zekanin pratik sonucuysa, bu
insanin manevi tatminine yetmez. Clinkii zihinsel
uretim alet yapimina ickindir ve o yoniiyle maddidir.
Ne var ki, maddi hayat ve diinyayla ilgisi olmayan,
dogrudan ilintisi bulunmayan bir zihinsel tiretimi de
insan yaninda tutmustur. insani asil manada insan
yapan budur, insanin entelektiiel cabasi ve verimidir.

Maddi hayati dontstiirecek zihinsel verim insanin
somut sonugclar tretmesine yol acar. Hayatin
dontistiiriilmesi insan icin yerytiziinde, evrende
‘kalmanin’, hayati idame ettirmenin de temel
yontemidir. Etrafim ¢eviren kosullara direnmenin
baska bir yolu yoktur. Alet yapimi1 bu maksatla
zorunludur. Insan aletleri bir ¢irpida yapmaz, uzun
bir siirede imal eder. S6z konusu imalat bir tasavvur
ve tasarim siirecine denk gelir. Insan énce kafasinda
dusiiniir, bicimlendirir, sonra icinde yasadig:

maddi birikimin imkéanlar1 dahilinde o tasavvuru
uygular. Ama bu karmasik bir strectir. Ciinkii insan
her tasavvuruyla etrafindaki maddi olanaklar: da
genisletmektedir. Yani insanoglunu ¢cok mesgul eden

1. Andre Malraux, Anti-Memoirs. Cev. T. Kilmartin.
New York: Jenry Holt&Company, 1970.

1

Of all living creatures, human beings are the only ones
who are aware of their own adventure. It is an adventure
which is lengthy and magnificent but which is also
indicative of a quite excruciating past. The only creature
which is capable of recollecting the past is man. (Not
counting elephants which according to André Malraux
citing “a Buddhist text” at the beginning of his Anti-
Memoirs in which it is said that elephants are the wisest
creatures in the animal kingdom: Elephants stand shaking
their heads from side to side as they recall their past.)!
Nevertheless human beings do not always remember their
lengthy and great past: on the contrary, they may be quite
divorced from it. And because they don’t recollect the
remote past they are ignorant of what it means.

In fact that history is also the story of how people have
changed the world. Human beings, of whose origins we
are still insufficiently aware, eventually began walking
upright. That was followed up by something which no
other creature managed to do: they joined their index
Jigure to their thumb and thus began to malke tools. Tools
are the principal means whereby people change their
world. Had human beings not made tools they would
never have come into possession of any of the things which
they have today. This process also corresponds to cultural
production. Culture is the sum total of all human material
production: there is nothing which is human which is not
also included as a part of culture.

But material production alone has never been enough
Jor human beings. This fact is the wellspring of the
abstract and spiritual aspects of culture. Human spiritual
production is intellectual. A tool is the practical outcome
of abstract intelligence but it is insufficient as a source of
human spiritual satisfaction. This is because intellectual
production is inherent in toolmaking and, in that respect,
is materialistic. Nevertheless people have also favored

a sort of intellectual production which is not associated
with or directly related to material life or to the world.
What makes human beings human is essentially human
intellectual effort and productivity.

Intellectual productivity capable of transforming
material life leads people to create concrete results. This

1. Andre Malraux, Anti-Memoirs, trans 1. Kilmartin (New York: Jenry
Holt & Company, 1970).

makine yapan makine ashinda insan zekasidir.

Ne var ki, bu kadar1 insana yetmemistir. Insan

daima bu 6l¢iide somutlasmayan bir diisiincenin de
uretilmesine emek harcamistir. ‘O’ emek insanin
soyut kultiirtidiir. Ve bu soyut birikim insanin varolus
seriiveninin en karmasik, ¢etrefil ve gii¢ sorunlarini
dogurur. Cilinkii, 30 bin y1l 6nce insan Chauvet
magarasinin, LLascaux magarasinin duvarina izi,
somut bir kalicilik hesabiyla degil, tersine, geciciligini,
olumliligini bilerek, ona direnmek icin birakiyordu.
Maddi hayati diledigi kadar doniistiirsiin, insan
yeryliziinde kalici olmadigim 6grenmisti. Bu onun
cozemedigi tek sorundu ve bu sorunun adi 6liimdii.?

Soyut kiiltiir buradan dogdu. Doganin taklit edilmesi,
o0len doganin, yeniden yesererek dirilen doganin
izlenerek aynen belli ritiiellere uygulanmasi iistiinde
cok durulmus bir konudur ama, bu, 6liim gerceginin
sadece bir uzanusidir. Insan yeniden dirilen dogadan
maddi hayatinin sirrini ¢ikariyordu. Madem Ki
yeniden dirilmek vardir, bu kalicithigin bir uzantisidir,
gostergesidir, o takdirde ben de aletler yaparak,
dogay1 kontrol ederek, kendimi koruyacak olanaklari
saglayarak kalicthgimi olusturabilirim. Fakat dogru
olan bu akil yiiriitme yetmiyordu; insan her seye
ragmen o6liiyordu. Iste o 6liim, doganin da 6lmesi,
insanin 6lumsitzligi farkh bir kapida, zeminde
aramasina yol acmaktaydi: olebilirim, yerytiziinden
silinebilirim ama yeryiiziindeki devamlihgimi
yaratuklarimla saglayabilirim.

Sanat dedigimiz digiim bu esikte atilir. Magaralarin
duvarina birakilan isaret bu gercegi karsiliyordu.
Jan van Eyck, modern dénemlerin zaman ve mekéan
problemlerini fuit hic-oradaydi diyerek ¢oziiyordu.
Ama bu ayni1 zamanda bir tanikhgin ve yasamishgin
terctimesiydi. Lascaux magarasinin duvarlarindaki
izlerden daha farkh degildi.* Maddi {iretimin ortaya
cikardig) araclarla sanatin yasama taniklig1 arasinda
ne fark vardi? Neden ilki degil de kaliciligin icadi
olarak sanat kabul edildi?

2. Chauvet Magaras1 konusunda bknz., Jean-Marie Chauvet, Eliette
Brunel Deschamps, Christian Hillaire, Jean Clottes, Dawn of Art:
The Chauvet Cave. New York: Harry N. Abrams, 1996; Lascaux
konusunda bknz., Norbert Aujoulat, LLascaux: Movement, Space and
Time. New York: Harry N. Abrams, 1996.

3. Magara sanatinin bu boyutunu irdelemek i¢in bknz., David

S. Whitley, Cave Paintings and the Human Spirit: The Origin of
Creativity and Belief. New York: Prometheus Books, 2009.

transformation of life is the fundamental method whereby
human beings cope with living and survive in this world-
in this universe. There is no other way for them to do so
excepl by challenging their surroundings. Toolmaking

is essential to this. But people don’t make tools all in one
&go: it takes time. It involves processes of imagination and
design. One first of all thinks about it and shapes it in one’s
mind and only then is the concept realized to the degree
that the material resources available allow. But this is also
a complex process because every human imagining also
expands the material resources that are available. In other
words the machine-making machine that so captures the
human imagination is actually nothing other than human
intelligence itself.

And yet even that proved to be insufficient as well. People
have always striven to the same degree to produce ideas
which cannot be turned into concrete reality. That effort

is the source of abstract human culture and it is abstract
knowledge which gives birth to the most complex,
complicated, and difficult issues in the adventure of
human existence. This is because when people put marks
on the walls of the Chauvet and Lascaux caves some
thirty thousand years ago they did so not with a sense of
permanence but rather with the knowledge of their own
ephemerality and mortality and a desire to defy it. Human
beings had learned that no matter how much they might
transform their material lives they could not endure in this
world. There was the only problem they could not solve
and the name of that problem was Death.?

1t is here that abstract culture is born. The performance of
specific rituals mimicking the natural processes of death
and rebirth seen in nature is an issue to which much
attention has been give but, in the event, this is nothing
more than an extension of the fact of death itself. It was
Jrom rebirth in nature that people discovered the secret of
material life. Rebirth, which manifestly exists in nature,
must therefore be an extension—an indication—of something
permanent. That being so, by making tools, controlling
nature, and providing myself with the means to protect
myself I should be able to achieve my own permanence.
But such natural reasoning was insufficient in itself: no

2. For the Chauvet cavern see Jean-Marie Chauvel, Eliette Brunel
Deschamps, Christian Hillaire, & Jean Clottes, Dawn of Art: The
Chauvet Cave (New York: Harry N. Abrams, 1996). For Lascaux see
Norbert Aujoulat, Lascaux: Movement, Space and Time (New York:
Harry N. Abrams, 1996).



Birincisi, alet veya nesne dedigimiz sey kullanilan,
eskiyen, gelistirilen ve degistirilen bir seydir. Oysa
sanat ¢ok farkl bir vurguya sahiptir. Sanat yapiti
maddi nesnenin sahip olmadig1 bir boyutu kusatir.
Bu varolusun trajigidir. Sanat varolusun trajigini
ifade etmek icindir. Nesne ne olciide hayatin icinde,
dogaya doniikse sanat tiim o mimesis gercegine
ragmen dogadan o derecede uzaktir. Sanatin evrensel
mevcudiyeti maddi hayatin disinda kalan bir evreni
kusatmak i¢indir. Nesne/alet dogay1 cevaplar. Onun
daha kii¢ik ol¢ekte somutlasmasidir. Dogrudan
dogruya doganin gerceklenmesidir. Oysa sanat

daha ilk andan itibaren bunun disindadir. Sanat
yapiti gercegin disinda kalan bir baglami ele alir.

Bu, yoklukta bulunmus bir varhig isaret eder. Doga
insanin cevapladigl soruysa, sanat yapiti cevabin
bilmedigi sorudur. Hatta daha da ileri giderek sunu
sOoyleyelim: alet/nesne bir cevaptir. Sanat ise sorudur.

Leroi-Gourhan’in dile getirdigi buydu. Gourhan,
yukarida belirttigimiz gibi, insam bir canli organizma
olarak tanimlarken tarihinin ayaga kalkmasiyla
basladigimi vurguluyordu. Ellerini kurtararak bosluga
tastyan insan onlar1 kullanmayi 6greniyordu. Ona
bagh olarak yiiz mimikleri, konusma ve elbette
iletisim dogacakti. O insanoglu, ikinci asamada
meydana getirdigi yapitlarla dis ortami (exterior
milieu) i¢sellestirecekti. S6z konusu i¢sellestirmenin
aract nesneler perdesi idi (curtain of objects). Bu da
bir ara zar (interpose membrane) veya yapay zarf ile
tanimlanir gene Leroi-Gourhan’da. Her iki kavramin
derin ama basit anlatimi teknolojidir. Dolayisiyla
teknoloji sadece kendi basina bir olgu degildir.
Diinyay1 kapsamanin bir aracidir. Diinya teknoloji
araciligiyla icsellestirilecektir.*

Leroi-Gourhan’da bu goriisiin éncesi de vardir.
Diistiniir, her canlinin/organizmanin iki asamal bir
gerceklikte var oldugunu belirtir. Bunlar1 dis ortam ve
i¢c ortam olarak tanimlar. Dis ortam bizatihi dogadr,
cografyadir ve iklim gibi, bitki értisti gibi ona bagh
kosullardir. I¢ ortam ise Kkiiltiirdiir. Insan tekinin

4. Bu tamimlar su kaynaktadir. Andre Leroi-Gourhan, Milieu

et Technique. Paris: Albin Michel, s. 335, 364. Fakat izlemeyi
kolaylastirmak i¢in deyimlerin yanina Fransizca orijinalleri
degil, Bernard Stiegler’in kitabina alhimtilamirken tercih edilen
Ingilizcelerini yazdim. Bernard Stiegler, Technics and Time: The
Fault of Epimetheos. Cev. R. Berdsworth, G. Collins. Stanford:
Stanford University Press, 1998, s. 64.

matter what they did, people still died. This fact of death
and the recognition that nature died as well led people to
seek immortality in other ways and contexts: I might die
and all evidence of me may be erased from this world. But
I can achieve permanence in this world through the things
which I create.

This is the crux of the phenomenon which we call art. The
markings made on cave walls reflected this reality. While
Jan van Eyck resolved the problems of modern-day time
and space with the inclusion of the inscription Johannes
de eyck fuit hic (“Jan van Eyck was here”) in one of his
paintings, that was also an expression of his witnessing
and experiencing. It was no different from the markings
on the Lascaux cave walls.” What difference was there
between the means made possible by material production
and art’s being a witness to life? Why should the latter

be regarded as the invention of permanence but not the
Jormer?

Of'the two, the first (what we call “tool” or “object”) is
something that is used and, when it becomes obsolele, is
changed and improved upon. The thrust of a work of art
by contrast is much different. A work of art encompasses

a dimension which a material object does not and

that dimension is the tragedy of existence. Art exists to
express the tragedy of existence. The fact of mimesis
notwithstanding, art distances itself.from nature just as
objects are a part of life or focus on nature and to the very
same degree. Art exists as a universal human endeavor
because its purpose is to capture a universe that is external
to materiality. Objects and tools respond to nature: they
concretize it albeit on a smaller scale; they are the direct
realizations of nature. For art, by contrast, this is an
externality from the very outset. A work of art deals with a
context which is external to reality. This in turn points to
an existence which has suffered from deprivation. Nature
poses questions people can find answers to; a work of art is
a question whose answer is unknowable. In fact one might
&go even further and say that tools/objects are answers,
whereas art is the question.

3. For an analysis of this dimension of cave art see David S. Whitley,
Cave Paintings and the Human Spirit: The Origin of Creativity and
Belief (New York: Prometheus Books, 2009).

bagh oldugu grubun ortak hafizasidir. Ge¢misinden
getirdigi birikimdir. Dolayisiyla nesneler perdesi

bu ikili dinamikle tesekkiil eder. Ortak kultiiriin
olusturdugu bir zemin insan tekinin teknoloji yani
alet tretimi araciligiyla dis diinyay: icine almasina yol
acar. Her alet insan tekinin kiiltiirtinti ona yansitirken
ayn1 zamanda insanin o alet aracihigiyla dis diinyay:
icine almasina yol acar.

Bu baglam varhg daha uzak bir noktada iddia edilse
de dogrudan bir mistifikasyon icermez. Tersine
insanin ne yaparsa yapsin, ne dl¢iide yakinina
getirirse getirsin disinda kaldig1, uzaginda olan, bu
nitelikleriyle de belli ve somut bir ‘gizem’ iceren
dogaya uyum saglamasinin, onun ‘gizemini ¢ézmenin
(de-mystification) bir yoludur. Weber’in ‘diinyanin
biiylistiniin bozulmasr’ (disenchantment of the world)
dedigi olgu budur.>Modern diinya nesneler ve onlarin
toplami olan teknoloji araciligiyla diinyanin buiyustint
bozar. Alet yaparken insan doganin gizine erisir. Onu
¢oztimler. Onu donitstiiriir. Kendi denetimi altina

alir. Teknoloji, Marx'in ifadesiyle, insan elinin emegi
budur: doganin uzakligimi asmak.

)

Oysa sanat bu eksende degildir. Hicbir zaman da
olmamstir. Tersine sanat siirekli olarak doganin
gizemini kabullenistir. Hatta doZanin yitirilen
gizemi, yok olan biiyiisiiniin yerine yeni bir gizem

ve biiyii insa etme olgusudur sanat. Doganin sirr1
ortadan kalkabilir; sanat o boslugu dolduracakuir,
kendi gizemini yaratacaktir. Bu anlamiyla sanat
yapiti doganin kendisidir. Doganin sahip oldugu
askinsallik, uzaklik ve biiyiiyle gizem, sanat yapitinin
ozudiir. Hatta sanat yapiti gerektiginde doganin yok
olmus gizemini ve biiyiisiini dogrudan dile getirir.
Bu bakimdan, Leroi-Gourhan’in belirttigi tiirden bir
icsellestirme sanat yapiti icin, nesneyle, tiretilmis
aletle mukayese edildiginde, s6z konusu degildir.
Her seyden 6nce o diizeyde bir islevsellik s6z konusu
degildir sanat yapitinda. Insan yontulmus tasi elinde
tutarken aslhinda dogay1 eline aliyordu. O anda

insan dogay1 elinde tutuyordu. Oysa bu sanat yapiti
bakimindan hi¢bir zaman ‘elde edilemeyecek’ bir
durumdur.

5. Weber ‘biiytiniin bozulmasr” kavramini Schiller’den almistir

ve Science as Vocation isimli yapitinda gelistirmistir. Bknz., Max
Weber, Max Weber’s Complete Writings on Academic and Political
Vocations. Der. J. Dreijmanis, Cev. G.C. Wells. New York: Algora
Publishing, 2008; s. 35.

This is what André Leroi-Gourhan was talking about
when he said that human history began when human
beings became living organisms that walked upright.

The transition to bipedality freed the hands for grasping
and the face for emoting and speaking and this in turn
inevitably led to communication. Through the works
which they created in the next stage, human beings
would assimilate their exterior milieu by means of what
he called “a curtain of objects”: he also referred to as

an “interposed membrane” and an “artificial envelope”.
The most fundamental yet simplest expression of the last
two concepts in Leroi-Gourhan’s mind was technology.
Technology thus did not exist in a vacuum: it is a means by
which the world may be grasped. It is through technology
that the world may be internalized.?

Leroi-Gourhan also considered the antecedents of this
process. He said that every living organism experienced
two “realities”, which he referred to as an “external milieu
and an “internal milieuw” respectively. The external milieu
is nature itself and includes such things as geography,
climate, and vegetation as well as their associated
contingencies. The interior milieu on the other hand is
culture and consists of the shared memory and past of
the group of which the individual is a member. Leroi-
Gourhan’s “curtain of objects” therefore is the product

of both dynamics. The foundation provided by a shared
culture makes it possible for the individual to internalize
the external milieu through technology, which is to say
through toolmaking. Each tool is simultaneously a
reflection of the individual’s culture and also the means
whereby the external milieu is internalized.

”

Extreme interpretations and extensions notwithstanding,
Leroi-Gourhan’s ideas do not in and of themselves involve
any sort of “mystification”. Quite the conirary, they offer

a method of providing a means for assimilating a nature
which remains both external and remote no matter what
human beings may do or however much they may strive
to approach it. They are in fact a way of demystifying
nature. This is what Weber called the “disenchantment

4. These definitions are to be found in André Leroi-Gourhan, Milieu et
Techniques (Paris: Albin Michel, 1945), 335, 364. For the convenience
of the reader I have eschewed the original French terms in favor of
the English ones used in Stiegler’s book. Bernard Stiegler, Technics
and Time: The Fault of Epimetheos, trans R. Berdsworth & G. Collins
(Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1998), 64.



Daha da ilging¢ olan sudur. Sadece doganin
sinirhligiyla, maddi yapisiyla ol¢iilii degildir sanat
yapiti. Sanat yapiti doganin icermedigi, dogay1 izleyen
insanin, onu yeterince kavrayamadigi i¢cin onda ickin
olduguna inandig1 daha {istiin bir giiciin, daha 6tedeki
bir giictin, bir metafizigin taklidine dayanir. Mimesisle
birlikte dogay1 yansilayan sanat¢i1 esasen dogay1

degil, otesindeki ‘varhiksal’ olani, mevcudiyetine
inanilan varhgi, kendisine 6zne olarak aliyordu. Doga
en nihayet Ronesans resminde biitiiniiyle tuvale
gecirilmisti. Bu tam bir tekabiiliyetti (correspondance).
Ama bu bir temelliik (appropriation) degildi. Doga
gene de ‘disaridaydr’, uzaktaydi ve erisilmezdi. Resme
bakan ve orada dogay1 bulan sasirmaktaydi. Hem
doganin kendisi bu saskinhig yaratiyordu, hem de
doganin taklit edilip bir ‘gériintii’ haline getirilmesine
ragmen gene de ‘disarida’ kalmasi bir saskinhik
konusuydu.

Ustelik buradaki doga goriintiisii bir soyutlamaydi
(abstraction). Doganin gercekliginin disinda bir
insaydi. Dolayisiyla doganin uzakhgi, mesafeliligi

bu ‘hal’ i¢cinde biisbiitiin belirgindi. Bir i¢csellestirme
ve 0zdeslesmeden c¢ok otede, goriintii liretimi ve
doganin sanat yoluyla ¢ogaltilmasi beraberinde ek
bir mistifikasyon getiriyordu. Son kertede goriintii
uretmenin maksadi, ne derecede gercege bagh olursa
olsun, sadece dogay1 goz oniine getirmek, gostermek
degildi. Tersine sanat kendi alanim olusturmak
amacindaydi ve bu amaci izlerken yukarida
belirttigimiz dogay1 ikame etme siirecini isletiyordu.
Yani kendisine ait bir misitifikasyon alam yaratiyordu.

S0z konusu mistifikasyon sanat yapitimin soyutlugu

ve askinsalligindan dogar. Bu 6zellikleriyle sanat
yapiti a priori dinseldir. Buradaki dinsellik herhangi
bir dinle iliskili olma hali degildir. Sanatin kendi
mistifikasyonundan tiireyen bir olgudur. Bu bakimdan
sanatin, cogu zaman da sanat oldugu bilinmeksizin, ilk
din oldugunu 6ne siirmek miimkiindiir. Sanati insanin
ilk Tanris1 saymak kabildir. Insanin tirettigi ilk ‘yapit’
mutlaka tapindigi yapitti. Bu bakimdan sanat¢inin
samanistik ozellikler tasimasi kagcimilmazdir. Ciinkii,
belki a posteriori bir yorum olabilir ama, gene de,
sanat yapitinin saydigimiz bu nitelikleri onun i¢inde
sakli logos ve sembol boyutlarindan tiirer. Sanat yapiti,
Stiegler’in vurguladig tizere logos’un sembol olarak
ifadesidir. Stiegler bunu {inlem (ex-clamation) olarak

of the world”’ The great enchantment of the world is
dispelled by objects and the technology that represents
their totality. Through toolmaking, people delve nature’s
myysteries, resolve them, transform them, and render them
controllable. In Marzist terms, technology is the product of
the human effort to overcome the remoteness of nature.

That is not where art goes and it never has. Quite the
contrary, art has always accepted the mystery of nature. In
Jact, art could be seen as a process whereby nature’s lost
and vanished mysteries and enchantments are restored
through the creation of new ones. Nature’s secrets might
be delved: it is art’s job to fill the resulting void and create
myysteries of its own and in this respect, a work of art is
nature itself. The transcendentalness, remoteness, and
enchanting mystery that nature possesses provide the
substance of a work of art. When need be in fact a work
of art may directly express nature’s vanished natural
mysteries and enchantments. In fact when compared with
manufactured objects and tools, the sort of internalization
to which Leroi-Gourhan referred does not exist in the case
of works of art at all. First and foremost, a work of art
possesses nowhere near the same level of functionality.
Someone grasping a knapped stone tool is still holding a
piece of nature: that is something that would never be true
of a work of art.

What is even more interesting is that a work of art is not
restrained by nature or its material structure. Because

a work of art does not incorporate nature and because
human observation of nature must always be incomplete,
a work of art necessarily hinges on a superior or
transcendental force which is believed to be inherent in
it, which is to say on a metaphysical mimicry. An artist
reflecting nature through mimesis is actually dealing

not with nature so much as with the existentiality that
transcends his subject and the reality which he supposes
it possesses. It was in Renaissance art that nature was
Jirst captured the most completely in artists’ canvases.
But while this was absolute correspondence, it was not
appropriation. Nature still remained “external”, remole,
and inaccessible. Someone looking at a painting and
discovering nature there was surprised when he did so.
Not only did nature create this surprise by itself but so did

5. Weber took the concept of “disenchantment” from Schiller and
Jurther developed it in Science as Vocation. See Max Weber’s Complete
Writings on Academic and Political Vocations, ed J. Dreijmanis, trans

G. C. Wells (New York: Algora Publishing, 2008), 35.

nitelendirir. Unlemsel olan (exclamatory) duyulanin
(sensible) akli (noetic) deneyimidir. Unlemsel ruh,
diisiiniire gore, duyumsanabilir (sensational) ama

bu onun sadece duyarh (sensitive) oldugu anlamina
gelmez. Bu ruh, duyularim (sense), kendisini sembolik
olarak tinlemek/ifade etmek suretiyle genisletir.*

Stiegler bu cerceveyi Aristoteles’ten almaktadir.
Aristoteles, Ruh Ustiine isimli kitabinda ii¢ tiir

ruh oldugunu belirtir. Bunlar hareket esasina

dayah bitkisel (vegetative), kendi kendine hareket
esasina dayah duyarl (sensitive) ve canlilifa
(animation) dayal akli (noetic) ruhlardir.” Stiegler

bu kavramlastirmay: 6zellikle akli ve duyarh ruhlar
baglaminda yeniden kurar. Baz1 sentezler meydana
getirir. Akli duyarhlik 6zellikle vurguladig bir olgudur.
‘Akli ruhun duyarhhig aklin duyarhligidir’ der ve
ekler: ‘akli duyarlihk duyuya kendini sadece aesthesis
olarak degil, ayn1 zamanda semiosis olarak da acar’.?
Stiegler bu vurgusuyla aesthesis’in akil ve duyguyla
paylasilan bir ‘gerceklik’ oldugunu neredeyse kati bir
bicimde saptar. S0z konusu tanimin 6nemi yukarida
saptadigimiz alet/nesne-sanat yapiti arasindaki
celiskiyi aciklamasindadir. Steigler’den yola ¢ikarak
alet/nesnenin akli (noetic), sanat yapitinin ‘akli ruhun
duyarhligy’ oldugunu soylemek gerekir. Daha vulger
olma pahasina sunu sdoylemek bile miimkiindiir: sanat
yapiti akilla duyunun tiimelligidir. Onun bir aesthesis
ve semiosis olmasini saglayan budur.

Insan magaranin duvarina bugiin bildigimiz (ve
bilmedigimiz) gorintiileri ¢izerken disarida tirettigi
aletlerden daha fazla insan oluyordu. Akildan
duyularina geciyordu. Eger sanat yapitini bir tiir
dinsellik olarak tanimlarsak su noktay1 isaret etmekte
hi¢bir mahzur yoktur: mistik ve metafizik olan

tipki sanat yapiti gibi hem duyusal hem ussaldir.

Dini ve sanati sadece aklin ve duyunun simirlarina
hapsetmek olanaksizdir. Her ikisinin de kusaticihigi bu
ozelliklerinden tiirer. Din olarak sanat (sanat olarak
din daha farklh bir seydir) insamn tirettigi biitiin
zihinsel ve duyusal siireclerin bileskesidir.

6. Bernard Stiegler, The Decadance of Industrial Democracies: Disbelief
and Discredit. Volume 1. Cev. D. Ross. London: Polity, 2011; s. 133.

7. Aristotle, On the Soul. Cev. W.S.Hett. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard
University press, (yeniden basim) 2000.

8. B. Stiegler, Decadance, s.133.

the fact that nature remained “external” even though it
had been copied and transformed into an “image”.

What’s more, even such an image of nature remained an
abstraction. It was a fiction which was external to the
reality of nature and it was for this reason that nature’s
remoteness and detachment remained quite evident even
in such a “state”. Far more than internalization and
identification, the production of images and the replication
of nature through art necessitated an additional level of
mystification. Ultimately the purpose of image production
was not solely to conjure up a vision of nature or show it,
no matter how committed to “reality” it might be. Quite
the contrary, art sought to create its own domain and in
Julfilling this objective, it employed the nature-replacement
process to which we referred above. That is, it created a
mystification zone of its own.

Such mystification arises from the abstractiveness and
transcendentalness of a work of art. These attributes make
a work of art self-evidently religious. This religiosity is in
no way associated with any organized religion however.
It is instead a phenomenon which springs from art’s
self-mystification. In this respect, one might contend that
art was the original religion—very often before it was
even realized that it was “art”. One could call art the
very first human deity. The first “work of art” made by
human beings must also have been something that was
worshipped. Thus it is inevitable that an artist should be
possessed of shamanistic attributes because although his
interpretation might be empirical, the aspects of a work
of art to which we just referred arise from the logos and
symbol dimensions hidden within it. Stiegler calls this
ex-clamation: that which is exclamatory is the sensible
noeltic (pertaining to the mind or intellect) experience.
The exclamatory soul according to Stiegler is sensational
but that does not also imply that it is merely sensitive.
This soul expands senses by exclaiming (expressing) itself
symbolically.*

Stiegler derived his framework from Aristotle. In On
the Soul, Aristotle said there were three types of souls: a
vegelative soul, which is based on the principle of acting;

6. Bernard Stiegler, The Decadence of Industrial Democracies:
Disbelief and Discredit, trans D. Ross (London: Polity, 2011), I: 133.



I

Insan neden sanat iiretti?

Bu sorunun sayisiz yaniti var. Ama eger sanati bir tir
dinsellik olarak yorumluyorsak o takdirde tiretilen
yapitin bir seye cevap olmasi gerekir. Bu acidan bakar
ve yukarida sanat yapitim1 tammmlarken gelistirdigimiz
muhakemeye yonelirsek sanat yapit1 nesneler,

aletler gibi hayati kolaylastiran bir unsur degildir.
Tersine, sanat yapit1 hayat1 daha da gticlestiren bir
olgudur. Ciinkii aletler dogay1 insana yaklastirirken
sanatin zaten insandan uzak olan dogay: bir kere
daha insandan uzaklastirdigini dile getirdik. Kald ki,
islevsellik diizeyinde bakilirsa hichir sanat araclarin,
gereclerin yerini tutmaz. Diiz bir mantikla ele alinirsa
sanat islevsizdir.

Abbe Breuil’den beri bildigimiz bir ger¢ek var: insan
sanati doganin icinde olmak maksadiyla yapt.®

Sanat iiretirken onu bugiinkii anlaminda bir sanatsal
soyutlama maksadiyla yapmiyordu. Ama bir soyutlama
potansiyeline erismisti. Paleolitik cagin insam

artik muhakeme edebiliyordu. Diistinebiliyordu. O,
diisiince giicuiyle tirettigi gortintiiyii veya gortintii
tretimini ikili bir ‘isleve’ tabi tutmustu. Magaranin
duvarima bir goriintii naksederken o eylemiyle dogay1
icsellestiriyor, disaridaki dogayi i¢eriye aliyordu. Sanat
dis diinyanin i¢ diinyaya tasinmasiydi. Bu i¢ dedigimiz
varlik dogrudan i¢c mekéan oldugu gibi, insanin (ev ici,
magara ici, insanin korunmak, kendini soyutlamak
maksadiyla bulundugu her tirden i¢ alan...) kendi
icine, zihinsel ve tinsel diinyasina da tekabiil ediyordu.
O yoldan insan Abbe Breuil’in vurguladig: gibi doganin
eylemini, edimini zihninde yeniden kuruyordu. O
goriintiilerin maksadi ya avi kolaylastirmak ya da av
hayvam sayisimi ¢cogaltmakti. Bu bir soyutlama idi.
Diinyanin zihinde soyutlanmasiydi.

Ama bu aym1 zamanda iletisimdi. insan magaranin
duvarima resim yaparken ashinda diistintiyordu.
Diistinmek nesneler ve kavramlar arasinda iliskiler
kurmakuir. Anlamlar tiretmektir. Magaraya resim
yapan insan konusuyordu. Konusmak zaten diinyayl
soyutlamak demekti. Sozciikler iiretilmisti. Yani
doganin insan icin bir ‘anlam1’ vardi. Duvara resim
yaparken o anlamm kullamiyordu. Fakat ondan bir

9. Abbe H. Breuil, Four Hundred centuries of Cave Art. Cev. Miss M. E.
Boyle. New York: Pan, 1999 (1952 baskisinin yeniden basimu).

a sensitive soul, which is based on the principle of being
acted upon; and a noetic soul, which is based on the
principle of animation.” Stiegler reconstructs Aristotle’s
concepls especially as they apply to noetic and sensitive
souls and he synthesizes some of their aspects. “Noelic
sensitivity” is one to which he gives particular attention.
“The sensitivity of the noetic soul is the sensitivity of the
intellect” he says, adding “Noetic sensitivity exposes itself
not just to feeling as aesthesis but also as semiosis.”®
Through this emphasis, Stiegler all but absolutely identifies
aesthesis as a “reality” shared by intellect and emotion.

The importance of this definition lies in its ability to
explain the conflicting interaction (to which we referred
above) between tools and objects on the one hand and
works of art on the other. Taking Stiegler as our point of
departure, we must say that tools/objects are noetic in their
spirit whereas works of art have a noetic sensitivity. To put
it even more bluntly, one could say that a work of art is

the universality of intellect and sense and that this is what
enables it to achieve both aesthesis and semiosis.

By drawing the images which we have discovered (and yet
to discover) on the walls of caves, human beings became
even more human through the use of tools which had
been created for other purposes. They made the transition
Jrom “intellect” to “sense”. If we can define a work of art
as a kind of religiosity, then there can be no objection to
making the following observation as well: that which is
mystical and metaphysical is, exactly like a work of art,
simultaneously sensory and rational. It is impossible to
constrain either religion or art solely within the limits of
intellect and sense: the comprehensiveness of both religion
and art arises from their sensory and rational attributes.
Art as religion (religion as art is quite something else) is
the resultant of all of the intellectual and sensory processes
which people are capable of engaging in.

1

Why did human beings create art?

While there have been countless answers Lo that question,
ifwe regard art as a kind of religiosity then a work

which has been created must necessarily be a response Lo
something. When we consider the matter from this aspect

7. Aristotle, On the Soul, trans W. S. Hett
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 2000).
8. Stiegler, Decadence, 133.

adim oteye gidiyor ve o verili anlama yeni bir boyut
ekliyordu. Sanatin islevi buydu. Diinyaya yeni bir
anlam katmani eklemek. Sanat insanin dogada, dogal
cevresinde var olanin otesine ge¢cmek maksadini ona
sagliyordu. Dogadan daha fazlasi sanatta sakliydi.
Sanat bu manada, olanin i¢indeki olmayan demekti.
Hayvanlar ve av dogadaydi, dis diinyadayd: ve somut
bir eylemdi. Fakat insan sanati iireterek onlarin o
anda ve o gerceklik kompozisyonunda sahip oldugu
sinirin 6tesine geciyordu. Yani sanat bir gelecek insasi
idi. Sanati, Abbe Breuil’in diisiincesi dogrultusunda
soyleyelim, av ve bolluk maksadiyla gerceklestiren
insan, gelecek tasavvurunu ortaya koyuyordu. Sanat
gelecegin dilini kurmakti: insanin ve doganin gelecegi.

Sanatin samanistik 6zelligini baska yerde aramak
anlamsiz. Sanat gelecegi kuran tek varlikti. Saman onu
gerceklestiren unsurdu. Daha sonra dine dontisen ve
evrilen de zaten bu kosul oldu. Din o evrede samana
ve sanata gomiiliiydii. Bu iliskiden, once iiretilen

ve o sanatin bir uzantisi olan totemler ¢ikti. Totem

bir ikame idi. Sanatsal ve ifade ettigi tiim anlam
cercevesini kusatan bir nesneydi totem. Nihayet tek
tanrili dinlere gecildiginde totem diinyas1 asilacak,
insanin bu soyutlama evreni icinde yasadigi ve ona
bu evreni kurma olanagi veren soyutlama, Tanri
diistincesinin bisbiitiin soyut bir varhiga doniismesine
yol acacakti.

Insanin sanatla kurdugu iligki, onun biiyiik
yabanciligimi kirmasinin 6zeti olarak da goriilebilir.
Kabul etmek gerekiyor Ki, yeryiiziine ¢iktiginda ve
kendini buldugunda insan doganin bir yabancisiydi.
Insan bir genetik sapmanin sonucunda ortaya ¢ikmisti.
Dogayla uyumlu degildi. Yapabilecegi tek sey dogay1
kendisine uydurmakti. Doganin biiytik 6l¢egini ve
giiciinii kendi boyutlarina indirgerse insan hayatta
kalabilecekti. Bunu basardi. Bunu ancak kabile
hayatina gecerek saglayabildi. Bunlarin étesinde insan
doganin disina atuigr yaratikti.

Ik insan bunu algilayamadi, muhakkak ki. Ama
yasadig biiyiik genetik sapmanin sonunda ayaga
kalkan, ellerini kullanabilen, bas parmagiyla diger
parmaklarini birlestirerek alet yapmaya baslayan,
oylelikle diinyay1 soyutlayan ve oradan da dilini

ve konusmay gelistiren insan bunlara bagh
olarak muhakeme giiciinii artirdiginda iki 6nemli

and have recourse to the reasoning we just developed
when defining a work of art, objects which are “works

of art” are not (unlike tools) things that make life easier.
Quite the conirary, a work of art is something which
makes life more difficult. This is because, as we said,

tools bring nature closer to human beings whereas art is
something that puts nature, which is remote already, at an
even grealer distance. Finally when we consider the matter
at the level of functionality, no work of art can supplant a
tool or implement. To put this in its simplest terms: art is
non-functional.

There is a truth which we have known since Abbé Breuil:
human beings did art in order to be a part of nature.”
When producing art they didn’t do it for the purpose of
“artistic abstraction” in any present-day sense of that
term but they did achieve the potential of abstraction.
Paleolithic human beings were capable of reasoning

and judgment: they were capable of thought. To the
images which they produced (or to the act of producing
such images) they imparted a dual “function”. Through
the act of embellishing a cave wall with an image they
internalized nature: the nature which was outside they
brought inside. Art consisted of transporting the exterior
world into the interior world. This “interiority” might
actually be an interior (the inside of a cave, a dwelling, or
any place a person occupied for the purposes of shelter or
refuge) but it could also be a person’s “inner” intellectual
and/or spiritual world. As Abbé Breuil emphasized, it was
in this way that human beings reconstructed the actions
and acts of nature in their minds. These images were
intended to facilitate hunting or animal procreation. But
that was a form of abstraction: an abstraction of the world
in the human mind.

But it was also a form of communication. When people
made pictures on cave walls they were actually thinking
and thinking involves establishing relationships between
objects and concepts; it involves generating meanings.
People painting cave walls must have been speaking and
speech of course is also another way of abstracting the
world; it involves generating words. In other words nature
had a “meaning” for human beings and when they made
pictures on walls they made use of that meaning. But then
they went a step further and added a new dimension to
an established meaning. That was the function of art:

9. Abbé H. Breuil, Four Hundred Centuries of Cave Art, trans M. E.
Boyle (New York: Pan, 1999).



gercegi fark etti. Bunlarin ilki insanin yabancihigini
ayrimsamasiydi. Insanin yabanciliim fark etmesi
dogayla uyumsuzlugunu kabul etmesi anlamina
geliyordu. Ikincisi trajik olandi. Insan 6liimlii
oldugunu ve 6lecegini artik biliyordu. Biiyiik ¢abasi
oliime kars:1 direnmekti. Bu dogaya uyumsuzluguna
yeni bir boyut katiyordu. Diger hominini 6liimle
herhangi bir sorun yasamiyordu. Giinkii onlar dogayla
uyumluydular. Giinii geldiginde o biiylik uyumun

bir uzantisi olarak diinyadan gociiyorlardi. insan

ise 6liimii asla kabul etmedi. Oliimii ancak kismen
kabullenebilmesi icin dinleri icat etmesi gerekti. Fakat
bu gene de 0liime direnmesine engel olusturmadi.
Tersine oliimliiliiglinii bilmesi ona muazzam bir
kiltiir iretme imkani verdi. Bu sanat ve din iliskisinin
tersine donmesiydi.

Daha once insan sanati once dinsellik olarak yaratt
dedik. Izleyen donemde yarattuig dinsellik bu defa
sanati kusatti. Misir’da ortaya ¢ikan ve bugilin sanat
dedigimiz ifade ve yaratim imkéanlari dinselligin

bir alt kategorisiydi. Fakat ilgin¢ bir bicimde bu

sanat buyuk bir dinginlik icinde dile getiriyordu
soylemek istedigini. Bunun bir nedeni Misir sanatinin
oliimii kesfetmis olmasiydi. Geceyle, labirentlerle,
mezarlarla, mumyalarla gelisen bir sanata baska

bir boyut bulmak daha baslangictan gii¢.' Ayrica bu
sanatin 6lime adanmis olmasi degindigimiz dinsellik
olgusuna yeni bir boyut katiyordu. Boylece kendisi
din olan sanat anlayisindan dini ifade etmeye calisan
sanata gecilmisti. Ikinci 6nemli yan1 Misir sanatinin,
insan olarak Tanri anlayisini kesfetmesiydi. Tanr:

o sanatta sadece insan olarak degil, aslan olarak,
baykus olarak, hepsinden 6nemlisi kedi olarak tecelli
ediyordu. Misir kediyi evcillestirmisti. Karanlikta
goren, gecenin icinde avlanan, son derecede hizh ve
kendi diinyasinda yirtici bir yaratigin Tanrilastirilmasi
ayni zamanda Tanri’nin ev ortamina tasinmasi,
Tanr’min insanla et ve kemik olarak bulusmasiydi ve
maymunlar, aslanlar, baykuslar kendi ytizleriyle ama
insan govdeleriyle o insan olarak Tanr1 anlayisi icinde
yerlerini aliyordu bu kiiltirin i¢inde.

Misir ya da Iskenderiye sanatindan etkilenen

Yunan sanat ise tam tersi bir noktada kendisini
konumlandiriyordu. Yunan sanati daha sonraki

10. Bu konuda her ne kadar nispeten daha eski ve kismen
Avrupamerkezcil goriisler icerse de cok onemli bir kaynak olarak bknz.
Bernard Bothmer, Egyptian Art: Selected Writings of Bernard Bothmer.
Der. M. E. Cody. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2004.

to add a new layer of meaning to the world. Art made

it possible for human beings to fulfill the objective of
transcending that which exists in nature and in their
natural surroundings. There was more of nature concealed
within art. Art in this sense meant something that was
absent in something that existed. Animals and hunting
were oul there in nature—in the exterior world-and these
implied concrete actions. By practicing art, human beings
transcended the limits of both as they existed both at that
moment and in the composition of reality. In other words,
art was a construction of the future. Pulting it in terms

of Abbé Breuil’s line of thinking, human beings doing art
Jor the sake of hunting and abundance were expressing a
conceptualization of the future. Art was the establishment
of a language of the future: the future both of human
beings and of nature.

It is meaningless to seek the shamanistic aspects of

art anywhere else. Art was the only means whereby a
Juture might be constructed. A shaman was the one who
performed the action. It was in fact this prerequisite that
subsequently transformed and evolved into religion, which
was at this time buried within art and the shaman. It was
out of this relationship that totems were first produced
and then emerged as extensions of art. A totem was an
object which was both artistic and which embraced the
entire constellation of meanings which it expressed. The
totemistic world would ultimately be transcended with the
transition to monotheistic beliefs: the abstraction which
human beings experienced within this abridged universe
would give rise to a notion of divinity that was absolutely
abstract.

The relationship which human beings created with art
could also be viewed as a précis of their overcoming the
tremendous alienation from which they suffered. It must
be acknowledged that when human beings first emerged
in the world as self-aware creatures they were alienated
Jrom nature. Evidence seems to indicate that the “first
human” was a genetic multation and since it was not a
particularly adapted-to-nature one, it and its descendants’
only recourse was to adapt nature to themselves. Only if
they could reduce nature’s tremendous scale and power to
their own level would they be able to survive. In this they
were successful though it turned out to be possible only
by grouping together. Without this, human beings were
creatures that nature rejected.

donemlerde Avrupa’y: bir bitiin olarak etkilerken
giiclinii glindiiziin, 15181n ve dirimin sanati olmasindan
aliyordu. Avrupa’nin Misir sanatina i¢kin karanhk

ve 6liim duygusunu disarida birakarak kendisini
Yunan sanati tistiinden insa etmesi basl basina bir
gercekliktir. Boylesi bir durumun 6nemli bir nedeni
herhalde Yunan sanatinin Misir sanatindan Tanri’nin
gorsellestirilmesi bakimindan ayrilmasidir. Misir
sanatindaki insan olarak Tanri dinamigine karsilik
Yunan sanatinda Tanri olarak insan yer almistir. S6z
konusu yeni Tanr1 anlayisinin doruk noktasi idealize
edilmis estetiktir. Misir’da hicbir bicimde gorilmeyen
bu gerceklik Yunan sanatinin belkemigini meydana
getirir. Insan viicudu ve insan ¢ehresi Yunan sanatinda
ideal pozisyonuna ulasirken bunun ana nedeni insanin
Tanrilastirilmasidir: insan artik bir Tanr1 kadar
miikemmeldir.

Iki sanatin karsilastirilmasinda baska bir boyut daha
yer alir. Bu trajik olanin kesfidir. Baska yerde de
belirttigimiz gibi trajik, Tanr1’yla insanin ¢catismasidir.
Fakat her catisma trajik degildir. Insammn iki iyi
arasinda kaldigi ve Tanrr’ya ragmen dogru olarak
bildigini yaptig1 anda baslar trajik olan. Tanr: bu
baglamda 6telenemeyecek kadar giicliidiir. O kadar
ki, olaylar i¢cinden c¢ikilmaz bir hal aldiginda Deux ex
machina’ya miiracaat edilir. Bu Tanr’’nin gokten gelip
olaylara miidahale etmesidir. Tanr1 burada iktidardir:
nihai iktidardir. Insan ise iyiyi bilen, uygulayan ama
daha sonra tiim tek Tanrih dinlerin ana diirtiisii olan
iyinin tatbikiyle sorunlar1 asamayan, tersine tam o
noktada sorun yasayan umarsiz, cikmazdaki varhiktir.
Bununla birlikte trajik ruh ve alg1 insani Tanr’’nin
oniine gecirmekten ¢ekinmez. Isin belki en kritik yam
budur. Prometheus bu bakimdan c¢arpicidir. Acimasiz,
insani karanhkta birakan Tanrr’ya isyan etmis Kisidir
0. Trajik ruh, ‘kotii Tanri-iyi insan’ ikilemini géz ardi
etmez.

Trajik baska bir seyi daha kesfeder. Misir'in Oliiler
Kitabr’na mukabil onun tam zidd1 bir noktaya

olumiin trajikligini yerlestirir." Tragedya aslinda
olumiin yeniden kesfinin bir uzantisidir. ‘Yeni 6ltiim’
trajiktir. Oliim artik trajiktir. Bu, insanin magara
duvarina elinin izini birakarak sonsuzluk arayisini
miihiirlemesinden bu yana varilmis en 6nemli biikiim

11. The Egyptian Book of the Dead. Ceviri ve Sunus W. Budge.
Harmonsworth: Penguin, 2008.

Certainly the very earliest human beings did not realize
this. Having, as a result of an extraordinary genetic
mulation, gained the ability to walk upright, to use

their hands, and to use their opposable thumbs to

Jashion tools and thus to abstract their world, which

in turn led to the development of language and speech
and to augmented powers of reasoning, human beings
realized two important facts. The first of these was

that human beings became aware of, recognized, and
accepted their alienation from nature. The second was the
acknowledgement of the human tragedy. Knowing now
that they were mortal and that they would die, human
beings’ greatest efforts were directed towards resisting
death. This in turn introduced a new dimension to human
alienation from nature: other hominids do not appear

to have had a problem with death and that was because
they were compatible with nature. That compatibility
meant that when one’s time was up one died and that was
it. Human beings by contrast have never really accepted
death: it was not until the invention of religion that they
were able to come to terms with it and even then their
acquiescence was only partial and religious belief did not
prevent them from resisting death. Quite the conirary,
awareness of mortality provided tremendous opportunities
Jor the generation of human culture. This was a reversal of
the relationship between art and religion.

Earlier in this essay we said that human beings originally
crealed art as a form of religion. Subsequently the
religious sentiments which they created turned around
and invested art. The forms of expression and creation
which emerged in ancient Egypt and which we now call
“art” were actually a sub-domain of religious belief. What
is particularly interesting about this art is the tremendous
composure with which it expressed what it had to say.
One reason for this is that it was Egyptian art which
“discovered” death. Finding another dimension for an art
that grew up out of an emphasis on night, labyrinthine
structures, funeral monuments, and mummified bodies
might have been difficult initially."’ Furthermore the
keenness which this art had for death brought a new
dimension to the issue of religiosity: attitudes of “art as
religion” were supplanted by those of “art as an expression

10. See Bernard Bothmer, Egyptian Art: Selected Writings of Bernard
Bothmer ed M. E. Cody (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2004).
Despite the relatively outdated and somewhat Eurocentric views that
the author espouses, Bothmer’s work remains an important source of
material on this subject.



noktasidir. Insan simdi sonsuz olmak istedigini dile
getirmektedir. Onun karsisinda yer alan 6liim trajiktir
iste. Oliim Tanr’nin hiikmiidiir. Tragedya onu tersine
cevirmektir. Insan, kahramanca érnekleri olsa bile,
tragedyada 6glitiiliir. Buna ragmen direnir. Bu 6liime
ve Tanrr’ya baskaldirisidir. Tanr’nin olmadigi bir
diuzlemde tragedya olmayacakti. Tragedya yazgiyla
bozulmus mukaveledir. Yazgisimi reddettigi anda
insan, tragedya baslar. Oliime direndigi anda insan
tragedyanin 6znesi olur.

Oysa Misir sanati 6ltimiin dogalliginda mayalaniyordu.
O sanat1 o derecede ‘ulvi’ hale getiren, 6liime olan
inancrydi. Oliimiin diinyevi huzuru elle tutulacak
kadar sabitti Misir’da. Yunan sanat ise 6liime
baskaldirinin géorkemiydi. Hatta bu durum mitolojiden
de besleniyordu. Mitoloji ise en genis manada
kotiligin anlatimiydi. Mitoloji insanmin da, Tanr’’nin
da kot olabilecegini kabul ediyordu. Tragedyanin

bir ¢ikis noktasi da buydu. Zeus Ganymede’i
kacirabilecekti. Oedipus annesiyle yatabilecekti.

Bati sanati Hellen sanatinin bu yataginda dogacaku:
kotiiliik ve 6liim; ona direnen insanin gorkemi ve
kahramanhg!

I

Abakanowicz’in yapiti bu biiyiik daireyi hem kusatir
hem kapatr.

Abakanowicz’in ona sanat tarihinde yer kazandiran
yapitlar: insanin su anlatiigimiz uzun sanatsal verim
tarihinin bir sentezidir.

Bu yapitlar mutlak bir bicimde insanin
prehistoryasindan mechul gelecegine kadar uzanan
biiyiik gecmisi kusatir. Insam tarih éncesinde insan
yapan, dolayisiyla onu bugiine tasiyan biiytik mirasin
son halkasi olarak ele alinabilir Abakanowicz’in
heykelleri. Bunlar insanin belli bir mizansen
etrafinda gosterimi olmaktan ¢ikar, o sinir1 hizla asar,
insanin dogrudan kendisi olurlar. Hemen belirtelim.
Yunan sanati Tanr: olarak insani, Misir sanati insan
olarak Tanrr’y1 yaratti dedik. Abakanowicz’in en az
onlar tarafindan sergilenen trajik dl¢iisiinde gii¢lii
yapitlarinda ise insan olarak insan yer almaktadir. Bu
yapitlar tam da bu nedenle o biiyiik gelenege ilave
edilmis son halkadir. Dolayisiyla da insanin trajikle,

of religion”. The second important aspect of Egyptian art
was the invention of the divine human. In Egyptian art
godliness manifested itself not just in human form but also
that of the lion, the owl, and-most important of all-the
cat. It was in Egypt that the cat was first domesticated.
The deification of a creature which could see in the dark,
which hunted by night, and which, in its own world,

was a predator was a part of this culture. So too was

the importation of gods into the home environment, the
Slesh-and-bone personification of the godhead, and the
representation of divinities as beings with human bodies
but the heads of apes, lions, and owls.

Although it was influenced by the art of Egypt and the
Eastern Mediterranean, ancient Greek art positioned
itself at exactly their polar opposite. Greek art, which

was to influence European art as a whole in subsequent
periods, derived its strength from light and life. Eschewing
the darkness and death that were implicit in Egyptian

art, Europe constructed its own art on that of the Greeks
instead. This is a remarkable fact and probably the most
important reason for it lies in the way that Greek art
depicted divinity, which was quite different from that

in Egypt. The principal dynamic of such depiction in
Egyptian art was gods as human beings whereas in Greek
art it was human beings as gods. The culmination of

this new understanding of the godhead was the aesthetic
of idealization. Completely absent in Egyptian art, this
phenomenon (idealization) provided the backbone of
Greek art. The human body and the human countenance
became the ideals of Greek art and the principal reason
Jor this was the elevation of the human being to the divine:
mankind was now as perfect as God.

There is another difference that appears in a comparison
of Egyptian and Greek art: the discovery of the tragic. As
we noted elsewhere, tragedy arises from the conflicting
interaction of the human and the divine. Not every such
interaction is tragic however. Tragedy begins when a
person is forced to make a choice and does what he
believes to be right in the face of divine will. Because
that will is too strong to be overcome, it was sometimes
necessary to have recourse to a deus ex machina: divine
intervention to resolve a seemingly intractable problem.
In this contrivance God is Power: the Ultimate Power.
Humans by contrast are beings who are capable of
distinguishing between right and wrong and acting
accordingly but who are nevertheless incapable of

siddetle, 6liimle, hepsinin toplami olan bir kavramla
soylersek mechulle olan iligkisi bu heykellerde
somutlasir.

Abakanowicz’in yapitlar: gercekten de insanin biiytik
macerasinin bir uzantisidir. Insanin macerasi, basta
belirttigimiz gibi, alet yapmakla baslamistir. Homo
faber olarak insan kendisini dogrulamis tek yaratiktir.
Parmaklarini bir araya getirerek yapugi aletle

insan kendi seriivenine, yani kaderine direnebilen
tek yaratiga doniisiir. Insan yeryiiziinde kalip, yok
olmaktan kurtulup, kaderini degistirebildigi icin
Tanr1’’yr bulmustur. Bu meyanda insan varligini
Tanrr’ya degil, Tanr1 varhgini insana bor¢ludur.
Hallac’in en-el-hak deyisi de, Dostoyevski’nin ‘su¢
olmasaydi Tanr1 olmazdr’ deyisi de bu nedenledir.
Tanrr’nin kendisini kaderle 6zdeslestirmesi ve

kaderi insana istikbal olarak vadetmesi bundandir.
Ama insan buna ragmen mechulle hesaplasmasini
tamamlayamamistir. Mechul hala bir soru olarak
insanin karsisinda durmaktadir. Tiim ‘aletlerine’
ragmen insan gelecek c¢izgisini asamamistir. Yani hala
kaderin ve mechuliin sinirlar: dahilindedir.

Ote yandan insan ‘bildigi’ i¢in, ‘bilmeyi bildigi’ i¢cin
oliimiin trajikligini de yasamaktadir. Oliisiinii ilk
gOmen insan ashinda ge¢misi unutmak istemeyen,
hatirlamak isteyen insandi.”? Ama alet yapmakla insan
gelecegi unutmamaya bashyordu. Her alet insanm
gecmisten gelecege aktaran bir kopriidiir. Fakat
olumsizlige direnmek i¢in yaratugi her alet onu
gelecege yani oliime biraz daha yaklastirmaktadir.
Ciinkii 6liim gelecektedir. Oliim ‘gelecek’tir. Insanin
gecmisi ammmsamak, gelecegi unutmak istemesi boyle
bir gercegin icinde olusur. Ge¢gmis yasam ve yasanti,
gelecek oliim ve yok olus demektir.

Abakanowicz’in yapitlar: bu noktada olusur. Bu
yapitlar ge¢gmisi animsama ytikiiyle gelecegi unutma
kiilfeti arasinda asili kalan insanin gerilimidir.
Gercekten de Abakanowicz’in yapitlarina bakan
insanin gordiigu ilk sey bu gerilim olacakur. ‘Aykirr’,
insan olmasi gerekirken, insam ¢agristirirken, insan
olmayan, bildigimiz insan olmayan yaratiklardir
karsimizda duranlar. Bunlarin ilk elde insana

12. Philippe Aries, The Hour of Our Death: The Classic History of
Western Attitudes Toward Death over the Last One Thousand Years.
Cev. Helen Weaver. New York: Vintage Books, 1982.

overcoming problems through rectitude (which was to

be the prime motivation of all subsequent monotheistic
Jaiths) and who at this very point become hopelessly and
helplessly trapped. At the same time, neither the spirit nor
the mindset of tragedy hesitate to haul the individual into
the presence of God. The myth of Prometheus is a striking
example of raging against a merciless divine power that
relegates mankind to darkness. The “bad god/good man”
problématique is the heart and soul of tragedy.

There is something else which tragedy discovers: the
tragedy of death, which stands at a point directly opposite
that of the Egyptian Book of the Dead." Greek tragedy

is actually an extension of the rediscovery of death. This
“new death” is tragic: death has now become a tragedy.
This represents the most important inflection point reached
since someone first placed a handprint on the wall of a
cave and sealed the quest for infinity. Human beings now
expressed a desire to be infinite and by thwarting that
desire, death became tragic. Death is divinely commanded.
Tragedy is a countermanding of that order. Despite
numerous heroic examples, human beings are crushed by
tragedy and yet despite this, they resist it. This is rebellion:
rebellion against Death and against God. There can be

no tragedy in any order that does not recognize godhead.
Tragedy represents a contract which fate has violated.
Tragedy begins the moment a person denies his fate. A
person becomes the subject of tragedy the moment he
resists death.

Egyptian art by contrast was fermented in the naturalness
of death. What made such art “sublime” was its belief in
death. In Egyptian art, the earthly peace of death was so
set in place as to be tangible. Greek art by contrast was the
magnificence of the rebellion against death. This was even
something nourished by mythology which, in its broadest
sense, is an account of evil. Mythology recognized that
gods could behave just as badly as people did and that
was one departure point for tragedy. Zeus was capable

of abducting Ganymede just as Oedipus was capable of
bedding Jocasla.

Western art would be born in the same bed as Greek ari:
evil and death on the one hand and the magnificence and
heroism of human beings resisting both on the other.

11. The Egyptian Book of the Dead, trans & foreword W. Budge
(Harmonsworth: Penguin, 2008).



dustindiirdugii ilkelliktir. Acaba ilk insan boyle miydi?
Bize karsimizda duran anitsal govdelerin ilk insan
oldugunu, olabilecegini diisiindiiren hic¢bir sey yoktur
aslinda. Bu diistinceye izleyeni iten iki tiir figir var
sergide. Basi, kafas1 olmayan, duran ve yiiriiyen adam
figiirleri. Bunlar devasa elleri, ayaklari olan varliklar.
Ustelik kafalar1 yok. Abakanowicz’in bunlardan farkh
olarak gerceklestirdigi ve bu tiir insanlar: otururken
gosteren yapitlar: da var. Onlarin karsisinda da aym
duygu gelip bizi buluyor: bunlar ilk insanlar mi, bunlar
insanin tarih 6ncesi mi?

Oyle olduklarini animsatan hicbir iz yok. Bu sadece
bizde uyanan bir duygu. S6z konusu duygunun
kaynagi nedir? Bu soruyu o duyguya eslik eden

diger duygulari animsamadan yanitlamak olanaksiz.
O zaman kendimizi yokluyoruz ve bizi etkileyen,
neredeyse tutsak eden, bizi bu heykeller karsisinda
sOzsiiz birakan duygunun daha uzakta oldugunu
duyumsuyoruz. Kafasi olmayan bu insanlar biraz
kaderlerinin icinden gelen insanlar olarak sekilleniyor
bizde. Mechul bir giiciin karsisinda, mechul bir anin
icinde yazginin yildirim iistlerine inmis insanlar
bunlar. Kafalarindan mahrumlar. Biraz daha yakindan
bakinca govdelerinin de birer kabuktan miitesekkil
oldugunu goriiyoruz. O zaman insan olmaktan ziyade,
tamamlanmis bir insan olmaktan ¢ok birer insan imi
bunlar. Belki olusum halinde insan bunlar. Oluyorlar
hentiz, tamamlaniyorlar.

Bu heykellerde bir de ¢cok yogun bir siddet var. Kafas1
olmayan insan, yeryiiziinde karsilasilabilecek en son
goriintiilerden biridir. Insan giindelik hayatta kolu
olmayan, bacagi olmayan ampute hemcinslerini
gorebilir. Gormiistiir. Ama kafas1 olmamasi bir
insanin, Tanrisal bir andir. Her seyden énce kafasi
olmayan ama ayakta duran, kafasi olmayan ama
yuriiyen bir insan olamaz. Abakanowicz’in biiyiik
hamlesi bu olamayacak seyi gerceklestirmesindedir.
Kafasiyla tamamlanan, hatta tanimlanan, kafasi
olmadig1 anda yasamdan alinan, yasamindan olan
insan simdi karsimizda. Ustelik bu insanin bedeni

de bir kabuk. Hatta eksik bir kabuk. Bu durum bizi
tedirgin ediyor ve bize olus halinde insan diisiincesini
getiriyor. [lkel degil ama ilk insan dememiz, insanin
tarih oncesi diye distinmemiz bundandir.
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Magdalena Abakanowicz’s work both encompasses and
closes this great circle.

The Abakanowicz works which ensure this artist’s place
in the history of art are a synthesis of the long history of
artistic production that we have just discussed.

These works absolutely embrace the entire adventure of the
human race ranging from its prehistory into the unknown
Juture. Abakanowicz’s sculptures may be considered as

the latest link in the great legacy that made prehistoric
man human and thus ensured our survival today. Ceasing
to be displays of human beings in specific settings, they
quickly surpass all boundaries and become human beings
themselves. Let us make something immediately clear:

we said that Greek art created man as god and Egyptian
art created god as man. In works that reveal at least as
much tragic force as those of Egyptian and Greek artists
did, Abakanowicz shows us man as man. It is this very
reason why these works represent the latest link added to
the great chain of that tradition. For this reason also we
Jind embodied in these sculptures the human relationship
with the tragic, with violence, with death, and with that
concept which we may say is the sum total of them all: the
unknown.

Abakanowicz’s works truly are an extension of the great
human adventure. That adventure, as we said at the
outset of this essay, got under way with toolmaking.
Human beings are the only creatures which have proven
themselves to fulfill the concept of Homo faber (“Man the
Creator”). By means of the tools which they fashioned
through the use of their hands human beings became the
only living things capable of writing their own adventure,
which is to say of resisting their fate. It was because
human beings succeeded in surviving in this world and

in changing their fates that they found God. By the same
token it may be said that man owes his existence not to
God but rather the other way round. This is what Mansur
al-Hallaj meant when he said “I am the creative truth”
and why Dostoyevsky’s Kirilov says “If there is no God,
then I am God”. This is also why God identifies himself
with fate and promises human beings fate as their future.
Nevertheless people have never completely come to

terms with the unknown, which remains a problem that
confronts us all. Despite all of our “tools” we are unable to

Ama bu ayn1 zamanda bir siddete tekabiil ediyor.

Bu siddet kafanin ve bedenin olmamasindan, ondan
mahrum birakilmaktan kaynaklanan bir siddettir.
Bunu daha 6nce bir baska sanat¢inin yapitlar:
baglaminda calismada irdelemistim.”® Kafasindan
mahrum edilmis insan 6liim halindeki insandir. Ama
buradaki durum tamamiyla o degil. Daha Tanrisal
bir durumla karsi karsiyayiz. Tekrar edelim: olus
halinde insam izliyoruz. Olus Tanrisaldir. Embriyonun
izlenmesi, ornegin, Tanrisal ¢cagrisimlar icerir.
Urkiitiiciidiir. insan ancak ‘tamamlanms’ seylerle
yiiz yilize geldiginde, kendisine benzeyen varliklarla,
tanidig) ve kabul ettigi, bildigi varhklarla bir arada
oldugunda rahatlar. Cenin tirkiitiictidiir. Ciinki
insanin giindelik bilinci disinda yer alir. En azindan
bir metafizige denk gelir. Daima bir maverayi, bir

13. Hasan Biilent Kahraman, Beyaz Tohumlayicilar. Akbank Sanat, 2012.

step across the line that separates us from the future: we
still stand just this side of the boundary separating us from
Jate and the unknown.

At the same time, human beings also experience the
tragedy of death both because “they know” and because
“they know they know?”. The first person who buried a
dead body must have been someone who wished not to
Jorget the past but rather to remember it."? By making tools
however, human beings began to forget the future. Every
tool is a bridge that conveys us from the past into the
Juture; but every tool which we create to resist death brings
us a little closer to the future, which is to say to death. This
is because death is in the future: death is the future. The
human desire to remember the past and to forget the future
arises oul of such a truth as this. Past life and living imply
Juture death and disappearance.

12. Philippe Aries, The Hour of Our Death: The Classic History of
Western Attitudes Toward Death over the Last One Thousand Years,
trans Helen Weaver (New York: Vintage Books, 1982).




askinsalligi cagristirir. Olus ani bir kader amdir.
Tanrisalligi bu mechulden kaynaklanir. O mechulde
insan Tanrr’y1r ‘gordiigii’ icin gerilim yasar.

Insan Tanrr’ya bakamaz. Onu goremez. Biiyiik dinlerin
Tanri suretini yasaklamasi tesadiifi degildir. Tanr1’y1
gorebilen insan siddet yasar. Dogaldir. Ciinkii biiyiik
karizmalarla karsilasan insanin ne tiirden duygulara
maruz kaldigim biliyoruz. Gozlerin bu karsilasmalarda
oynadigi rolii kaydeden sayisiz metnin farkindayiz.
Buna mukabil Tanri insam goriir. Her yerde ve her
zaman. Bu onun sahip oldugu nazar-1 mutlaktir. Ama
insan kendisine bakandan rahatsizlik duyar. Tanr’’nin
bakisindan da kacinir insan. Biitiin bir Bizans
sanatinin ‘ikona’ haline getirdigi Tanrisal ¢cehreye
nasil bir sekil verilecegiyle mesgul olmasi bosuna
degildir. Insan kendisini rahatsiz etmeyecek bakigin
pesindeydi. Ronesans ise bu bakisi calip sanat¢iya
teslim etti. Ronesans bakan Tanr1’y1 degil, her yerde
mevcut olan Tanrr’y1 aradi. Ronesans’la birlikte

gelen espas anlayis1 bu arayisin bir uzantisiydi. Bu
gelismenin son durag Malevich’le baslayan Amerikan
soyut disavurumcu resminin Rothko, Reinhardt
cizgisinde ulastig1 evredir. Hi¢bir seyin, sadece renk
bosluklarinin ve siyah kiitlelerin, boslugun yer aldig:
resmin nihilizmi mutlak bir espasa, mutlak bir Tanri
diisiincesine dontistiir.

Abakanowicz’in heykellerinin siddeti burada
diigiimlenir. Heykeller bize kaderine birakilmis insani
verir. Ne var ki, siddetin ikinci asamasini heykellerin
dogrudan sahip olduklar: ve savunduklar: gerilim
meydana getiriyor. Bir kaderin s6z konusu oldugu
muhakkaktir. Fakat gerek yuriiyen varhklar gerek
duran varhklar son derecede gergindir. Bir riza ve
teslimiyet degil, bir gerilim ve zitlasma cagirirlar.
Elleri ve ayaklar: bize bunu duyumsatir. Viicutlarinin
orani, kiitlesel yapilari, devinim halindeyken yakalanip
tersim edilmeleri bu duyguyu pekistirir.

Mikelanj’in gerek Musa’sinda gerekse Esirler’inde
goriilen tansiyona es bir durum s6z konusudur. Hatta
Belvedere Torsosu’ndan hareketle olusturulmus tiim
heykellerinde goriilen devinim halinde gerilim daha
sakin ifadelerle Abakanowicz’in heykellerine derg
edilmistir. Dursalar dahi bize ileriye dogru bakan

ve bir caismanin i¢indeymisler duygusunu veren

bir hareketsiz hareket i¢cindedir bu heykeller. Daha

This is the point at which Abakanowicz’s works take
shape. These works are the tension of a person suspended
between the burden of remembering the past and the onus
of remembering the future. Indeed the very first thing

that someone viewing Abakanowicz’s works will see is
this tension. What confront us are creatures who are
“anomalous”, who are not human beings even though
they ought to be, who are evocatively human but are not
the sort of human being we know. The first thought which
they inspire in us is primitiveness: “Is this what the earliest
human beings were like?” In actual fact there is nothing
at all to make us suppose that the monumental bodies
standing before us are the first human beings or even could
be the first human beings. There are in this exhibition

two sorts of figures that provoke the viewer to think this
however. One group consists of.figures of individuals who
stand and stride and lack anything resembling a head.
These creatures do have enormous hands and feet, just no
heads. The other group of Abakanowicz’s works consists
of works showing us a similar sort of figure in seated
positions. Confronted by them, we experience the same
emotion: Are these primal human beings? Are these our
prehistoric ancestors?

There’s not a clue to suggest that they are: it is just
something that we sense. What is the source of this
emotion? It is impossible to answer that question without
recalling the other emotions that accompany this one. So
we query ourselves and we sense that the feeling which
affects us, which all but captivates us, which renders

us speechless when confronted by these sculptures is
something that is more remote. We conceive of these
headless figures somehow as people who have eluded
their destinies. These are people who, confronted by an
unknown force, were struck by the thunderbolts of fate at
some unknown moment. They have been deprived of their
heads. When we look a bit closer we also see that each of
their “bodies” actually consists of a single shell. That being
s0, these are not so much people-not completed human
beings—they are rather human “markers”. Perhaps they
human beings still undergoing the process of formation:
they are still “becoming human’; their humanity is still
being completed.

Something else aboul these sculptures is their intense
violence. A headless person is one of the very last things

in the world one would expect to see. In the course of our
everyday lives il’s possible to see—we have seen—ampulated




dramatik ve sanat¢i agisindan hayranhik veren yani
ise isin sudur: bu ‘ifade’ imkani kafanin olmamasina
ragmen, hatta, tersine, kafanin eksikliginin meydana
getirdigi boslukta yaratilmistir. Bu, Abakanowicz’in
heykele sagladigi biiytik imkandir. Aymi sey hareket
eden insanlar icin de gecerlidir. Abakanowicz

biitiin gorsellik tarihindeki ‘bakan goz’tin yarattigi
siddeti, ‘olmayan go6z’le yaratarak biiyiik doniistimii
gerceklestirmektedir. Ama ortada bir gercek var: bu
varhklar bize bakiyorlar. Kafalar1 yok. Dolayisiyla
gozleri de goriinmiiyor. Yok. Gene de onlarin bizi
izlediklerini, biiyiik ve derin bir sessizlik icinde bize
bakuklarini hissediyoruz. Bizi gozetliyorlar.

Daha da beteri konusmuyorlar. Konusmak daima

dil ve agizla, yani kafayla ilgilidir. Kafanin olmadig:
bir bedenin konusmasi ancak insan-disi bir yaratik
tahayyiil edilirse miimkiindiir. Abakanowicz tiirii-
Homo Abakanowicz de, 0yle, konusmuyor. Hentiz

dil 6grenmemis, hentiz iletisim kurmamis, hentiiz
etkilesmeyen bir yaratik bu. Antropomorphic olduklar:
muhakkak. Ama bizi iirkiitiiyorlar. Insan olarak
bildigimiz ve sahip oldugumuz soyut kategorilerin

ve silireclerin disinda bir noktadalar. Belki de
hepsinden daha fazla o etkiliyor bizi, konusamamak.
Insan bakisiyla ve algisiyla degil, zihni ve onun
somutlasmasi olan konusmakla, yani sdylesmek
(diyalog) ve etkilesimle insandir. Bundan uzak duran,
kalan herkes insan i¢in yabanci ve trkiitiictidiir.

Son bir noktaya deginelim. Hala ayni sorunun
etrafindayiz. Yukarida getirdigimiz yanitlara ve
yapugimiz ¢oziimlemelere ragmen acaba bu
heykellerin bizde uyandirdigi siddet duygusu,
hatta bize ima ettigi ‘ilk insan’ duygusu nereden
kaynaklaniyor?

Bu sorunun son yaniti bedenlerin goriintiisti
uzerinden verilebilir. Ronesans’in, 6zellikle Mikelanj
heykellerinin bedenleri ¢ektikleri aciya, yasadiklar:
gerilime, duyduklar siddete ragmen gorkemli ve
miikemmeldir. Mermerin tiim piirtuzsiizligini,
mesela Esirler serisi, yarim birakilmishklarina
ragmen disa vururlar. Davut heykelindeki gururu ve
tansiyonu ve onun miikemmeliyet halini zikretmek
dahi gereksizdir. Ayni sey Rodin ic¢in de gecerlidir.
Balzac serisinde 6érnegin, bronzun tiim pirtizliliigine
ragmen, hatta formun carpitilmis oranlarina ve

members of our species lacking an arm or a leg; but
witnessing headlessness in a human being must surely
be a supernal moment. First and foremost a headless
man capable of standing or of walking is impossible.
Abakanowicz’s great feat is making this impossibility

a reality. What confronts us is a human being who is
completed by-who is defined by-his head, who was
plucked out of life-who was deprived of life-the moment
his head was gone. What’s more this person’s body is a
shell-and an incomplete shell to boot. This situation is
alarming and it leads us to the idea that this is a human
being in the process of formation. This is why we say this
is not a primitive but a primal human being and why we
think about human prehistory.

However at the same time this is also indicative of violence.
The violence of these figures arises from their lack—their
deprivation—of heads and bodies. This is an maitter |
delved previously in a study of the works of another
artist.” A human being deprived of'its head is a dead
human being; but the situation here is not quite that. The
situation that confronts us here is more godlike. Let us
repeatl what we just said: what we see here is a human
being in the process of formation. The state of becoming
is inherently divine. Looking at an embryo for example
inspires thoughts of divine intervention. It is alarming.

It is only when we come face-to-face with “completed”
things—with things which resemble ourselves, which we
recognize and acknowledge, which we know-that we feel
at ease. A fetus is alarming. This is because it is something
that stands outside our ordinary day-to-day awareness.
At the very least it provokes metaphysical musings about
maltters supernatural and transcendental. The moment
of becoming is a moment of fate. Divinity arises out

of this unknowability. It is because we see God in this
unknowability that we experience feelings of tension.

Man cannot look upon the face of God, cannot see God. It’s
no accident that every great religion imposes restrictions of
some sort or another on representations of God. A person
who can see God experiences violence. This is natural
because we know what kinds of emotions are undergone
by someone confronted by a superior charism. We know of
countless writings in which are set down the role played

by the eyes in such encounters. On the other hand, God sees
man. Everywhere and always: God possesses omniscience.

13. Hasan Biilent Kahraman, Beyaz Tohumlayicilar
(Istanbul: Akbank Art Center, 2012).




onunla elde edilmis kompozisyona ragmen heykeller
bize olaganlik duygusunu hemen aktarirlar. Oysa
Abakanowicz’in heykellerindeki bedenler bizde insan
dis1 bir yaratuig ¢cagristiracak bir dokuya sahiptir.
Bunlar ancak dogada insanin disindaki yaratiklarda
goriilen bir ‘cilt’ veya ‘ten’le biittinlesmislerdir. Bu
‘beden’, bir kere kesin olarak ¢iplakuir, gene olus
halindeki, tamamlanmis ve olmus insandan énceki bir
varhgi bize anmimsatir. Belki de hentiz ‘uygarlasmams’
bir evre/nin, bir evren’in yaratiklariyla karsi
karsiyayiz. Bunu ciltlerinden ¢agristirityoruz.

Boyle bir noktaya acilan baska bir ifade ve sanatci var:
Giacometti.

Sartre onun ince uzun, evrenin bosluguna dogru
yiikselen ve yukarida belirttigimiz Mikelanjci
anlamdaki miikemmeliyetten uzak heykelleri icin
‘evrenin tozunu tistlerinde tasiyorlar’ demisti.

Bu Egzistansiyalist bir yorumdu. Zaten Sartre o
heykellerde, onlarin bosluga birakilmishiginda bu
Varoluscu pozisyonu goérmiistii. Varolusculugu,

Sartre olsun Giacometti olsun, Avrupa baglaminda ve
entelektiiel bir hat olarak benimseyip tanimliyorlarda.
Biitiin metafizik zorlamalarina, anlabmciliklarina
ragmen kabul etmek gerekir ki Giacometti’nin ince
uzun heykellerindeki ifade ve tasavvur sterildir. Bize
evrensel, evrenle ilgili, metafizik bir ¢izgi hazirlarlar
ama insanin ‘vahsi’ macerasina ait bir sey soylemezler.
Yalniz, yorgun, tedirgin insanlardir. Direnise ait bir sey
cagristirmazlar. Belki teslim de olmamislardir. Ama
kendi hallerindedirler. Kendilerine terk edilmislerdir.
Sartre, bunlar varhkla hi¢lik (being and nothingness)
arasindaki gerilim olarak ifade ediyordu.

Oysa Abakanowicz bu anlayis ve anlatimin ziddi
bir noktadadir. Heykelleri kafalar: olmayan ama
tiim varliklariyla direnen, miicadele eden, hatta
isyan, baskaldir1 noktasindaki insani dile getirir.
Viicutlarina gerilmis derileri, onlarin kirisiklar:
Giacometti’nin insanlarinin ‘piirtiklii’ ytizeyiyle
mukayese edilmeyecek derecede yalin, ciplak ve
serttir. O deri bize bu insanlarin sahip oldugu ve
olacag biiyiik macerayi, uzun bir yolculugu, biiyiik
gecmislerini anlatir. Gicaometti o piirtiikleriyle
metafizigini giydirir ve sterillestirirken Abakanowicz
heykellerini soyar, bosluga, daha dogrusu dogaya
birakir. Gercekten de Giacometti’nin evrenine

However being watched all the time makes people feel
uncomfortable and so they also avoid God’s gaze. There
was a reason why Byzantine art devoted so much attention
to how the visage of divinity should be represented and
transformed it into icons. People sought a gaze that would
not be disturbing for them. Renaissance art stole this

gaze and turned it over to the artist. What Renaissance
art sought was a God that existed everywhere rather

than a God who was constantly staring out, watching.
The sense of perspective that accompanied Renaissance
art was an extension of this search. In American abstract
expressionism this line of development began with
Malevich and eventually culminated with Rothko and
Reinhardit.

This is the crux of the violence imparted by Abakanowicz’s
sculptures, which show us human beings abandoned to
Jate. However the second stage of this violence is the result
of the tension which the sculptures not only are possessed
of but also advocate. That this is fate is certain but these
walking and standing figures are beset by an extreme
tension. They provoke feelings not of acquiescence and
submission but rather of frustration and conflict. We
sense this in their hands and feet; the feeling is intensified
by their bodily proportions; their bulky structures are
captured and depicted in motion.

What we have here is a degree of tension of the sort that
we see in Michelangelo’s Moses and also in his “Slaves”
series. Even the tension in motion seen in all statuary
whose origins can be traced back to the Belvedere torso
are incorporated into Abakanowicz’s works albeit with a
somewhat serener expression. These sculptures seem to be
caught up in an immobile mobility suggesting that they are
in engaged in some struggle even as they are standing still
and looking directly at us. What is even more dramatic
and artistically astonishing is that this “expression” is
created despite the lack of a head: indeed expression seems
to take shape in the void produced by its absence. The
same thing is true of the action figures. This is no mean
Jeat on Abakanowicz’s part. By rendering the violence of
the “gazing eye” in the history of visual art through the
creation of an “absent eye”, she has achieved something
remarkable. One thing is for certain: these creatures are
looking at us. They have no heads and thus no visible eyes
either. None. And yet we sense that they are observing us,
that they are looking at us from within a tremendous and
deep silence. They are spying on us.

karsilik Abakanowicz’in heykelleri dogayla ilgilidir.
Ciplaklik dogaya aittir. Bir uzayla degil, bir ‘yer’le
baglantihdir. Biz o heykelleri neredeyse etraflarini
ceviren (ister yabanil, ister ¢ollesmis) bir doganin
ortasinda algiliyoruz, bunlar1 cagristiracak isaretler
olmasa bile. Giacometti ise onlar1 entelektiiel bir
mekansizliga dogru iter. Aradaki biiytik fark budur.**
Bu heykeller bize en ¢ok Heidegger’in ‘insanin

evrene atilmishgy’ (geworfenheit) duygusunu
cagristirmaktadir.”” Baglanti agiktir: Heidegger insanin
kendisini bu boslukta bulusundan sonra insa ettigini
(ortiik de olsa) ima ediyordu, Abakanowicz’in ‘direnen’
dedigimiz insanlar1 da ayn1 asamadadir. Celiski ise
Abakanowicz’deki direnis ve devinimin Heidegger’in
tanimindaki boslugu asacak mahiyette olmasidir.

Nitekim bu hal Abakanowicz’in sergide yer alan

diger heykelleri i¢in de gecerlidir. Heykellerin bir
boliimii karsimizda duran bassiz ama insan oldugunu
cagristiran varhiklarin bile 6tesine gecen, Coexistence
adim tasityan yapitlardir. Bunlar apacik bir bicimde
gene antropomorfik yaratiklardir. Bu defa insanin
otesine gecen bir varlikla karsi karsiyayiz. Artik kafasi
olmadig1 halde bize insan1 amimsatan gortintiiler yok
ortada. Tersine kafas1 tamimsiz bir yaratigin kafasi
olarak tesekkiil etmis varhklar bunlar. Ama govdeleri
insan govdesi. Hatta kafasiz insanlardan daha fazla
‘tamamlanmig’ yaratiklar bunlar. Ama kim bunlar,
nereden gelip nereye gidiyorlar?

Bu sorunun cevabi yok. Aradigimiz cevap ancak

bir yeni gerilim odagina isaret eder. Bu insanlar
gene muhayyilemizde canlandiracagimiz bicimde
gecmisin yaratiklar: midir, bilmiyoruz. Ayni sekilde
bilmiyoruz bu insanlarin yeryiiziinde bugiin uygarlik
ve insanlik dedigimiz olusumun bitmesinden,
yanip, yikilip kavrulmasindan sonra ortaya ¢ikip
cikmadiklarini. Ama bir seyi sdyleyebiliyoruz;
karsimizda duran yaratiklar gene de bize insana ait
bir macera anlatiyor. Adlar: bile bunun bir kanitidir:
birlikte yasamak. Abakanowicz bize tarihin belli bir
noktasinda yasanabilecek bir etik soru sormaktadir
bu heykel kompozisyonuyla. Birlikte yasamak her
daim bir ahlaki meseledir. Bunun bedensel olmasi
daha da ug bir noktaya tasiyor bizi. Abakanowicz’in

14. David Sylvester, Looking at Giacometti. New York: Holt Paperbacks
15. Martin Heidegger, Being and Time. Tr. by J. Macquarrie ve E.
Robinson. New York: Harper Perennial, 2008 (yeni basim), s.174 vd.

What’s even worse is that they do not speak. Speech is
always something involving mouths and tongues—heads
in other words. For a headless body to speak is something
we can only imagine a non-human creature to be capable
of. These specimens of Homo Abakanowicz are just that:
they do not speak. These are creatures who have not

yet acquired language, who have not yet established
communication, who have not yet engaged in interaction.
That they are anthropomorphic is certain. Nevertheless
they alarm us. They stand beyond the pale of abstract
categories and processes which we know and possess.
Perhaps it is this inability to speak that affects us more
than anything else. We are human by virtue of our ability
to engage in dialogue and to interact through speech,
which is both a sign and a manifestation of intelligence,
rather than through just looks and perception.

There is one last point for us to touch upon and it involves
the same question posed above. Notwithstanding all of the
answers and analyses we have advanced so far, where
does the sense of violence that these sculptures impart come
Jrom? What is the source of the “primal man” feeling they
seem to imply?

The ultimate answer to this question lies in the appearance
of the figures’ bodies. In Renaissance art (and especially

in Michelangelo’s case), figures’ bodies are magnificent
and perfect however much pain, anguish, and violence
they may be suffering from. They reveal all the velvetiness
of marble even in the case of figures (such as, once again
the “Slaves” series) that were never finished. It is scarcely
necessary even to mention the pride and tension manifested
in David or the perfection of its workmanship. This same
is true of Rodin, whose works immediately impart a sense
of normality even when, as in the “Balzac” series of casts
and studies, their forms, proportions, and compositions
are distorted and they revel in all the roughness of bronze.
In the case of Abakanowicz’s sculptures, the figures’ bodies
possess a texture that suggests a non-human creature.
They have “hides” or “skins” that one would only expect

to find naturally on non-human creatures. These “bodies”
are unquestionably naked and they are suggestive of a
being that is undergoing formation, whose completion
and existence predates that of humans. Perhaps we are
confronting the creatures of an as yet “uncivilized” eon or
cosmos. We deduce this from their skins.

There is another artist whose expression evolves from a
similar point: Giacomellti.






son derecede metafizik bir diizlemde ortaya getirdigi
soru sudur: bu yaratiklarla birlikte ve onlara karsi
neredeyiz? Etrafimizi bu yaratiklarin kusatugi bir
diinyada, bedensel pozisyon ve kompozisyonlarin bu
derecede deforme oldugu bir diizlemde yasanacak
duygu hangisidir, bir tirkiinti, tiksinti ve red mi, yoksa
cok daha kusatici, kavrayici, benimseyen bir yaklasim
mi1? Birlikte yasamak bu sorunun cevabini dncelikle
veriyor.

Buna karsilik serginin biiyiik mizanseni i¢inde
bakildiginda gene bu heykeller ve sahip olduklari
insanbicimli gortintiiler bizi diger heykelleri yeniden
okumaya gotiiriiyor. Kafasi olmayan insanlarla birlikte
diistiniildiigiinde bu heykeller bir son mudur, bir
baslangi¢c mi1? Bu sorunun yamu ancak serginin diger
yapitlarindan ¢ikarilabilir.

Sergide anonim ¢ehreler var. Bunlar bize acik¢a
Yunan masklarimi animsatiyor. Yunan uygarhginin
ozellikle Bati Anadolu’nun ¢esitli yorelerine
serpistirdigi kiiltiirel yerlesim alanlarindaki frizlerde
goriilen masklarla bunlar arasinda yakin bir iliski

var. Gozleri kapali bu anonim ¢ehrelerin cogunun.
Bunlar dikkatle izleyince insan, Abakanowicz’in
getirdigi ikili duygulanimlarin etkisi altinda kalmamak
olanaksizlasiyor. Portreler/¢ehreler yasamis, yasayan
ve aci ¢eken birilerini mi gosterip tasiyor bize, yoksa
bunlar heniiz, diger bassiz adam heykellerinde
goriildiigu tizere, biitiin ‘gelismis insan’ goriintiilerine
ragmen, heniiz dogmamis, rahimdeki cenine ait
goriintiiler mi? Onemli degil. Diyebiliriz ki, bunlar
olgun, eriskin bir insanin ¢ehreleridir ama o zaman
soru farkl bir kivrim kazaniyor: neden bu insanlar bir
ceninin bu yiiz ifadesine sahipler?

Ortadaki kritik gercek su: ceninin yliz ifadesi asla
huzurlu ve sakin degildir, sikintili, bunalmis bir
ifadedir. Bu ¢ehrelerde de ayni goriintiiyle kars:
karsiyayiz. Burada aciya kadar varacak olciide gergin,
sikintili, bunalimh ¢ehrelerin 6niinde duruyoruz.
Yunan masklarindaki anlaimin da daha farkh
olmadigini diistindiigiimiiz zaman ortaya klasik

bir tanim ¢ikabilir: bu masklar trajik bir ifadenin

Rising gauntly into a universal void, Giacomelti’s
emaciated statues are as remote from Michelangelean
perfection as it is possible for figures to be. Concerning
them Sartre said that they seemed to be covered with “the
dust of space”. That was the Existentialist speaking, for
Sartre interpreted these works’ isolated suspension in a
void as an existential stance. Both Sartre and Giacometli
recognized and identified Existentialism in a European
context and as an intellectual current. Their metaphysical
Expressionistic baggage notwithstanding, one ultimately
has to acknowledge that Giacometli’s gaunt and
emaciated sculptures are sterile in both their conception
and their expression. While they adhere to a metaphysical
line about the universe and universality, they say nothing
about the “savage” human adventure. These are lonely,
tired, anxious people: they give no hint of resistance.
Perhaps they may not have given up but they are aloof
and abandoned unto themselves. Sarire saw them as an
expression of the tension that existed between “being and
nothingness”.

Abakanowicz’s attitude and discourse are exactly the
opposite of this. Her sculptures reveal human beings

who may not have heads but who nevertheless resist and
struggle and even rebel and revolt with all their mighit.
The deeply creased skins stretched out on their frames
are sparer, barer, and tougher than the “scabrous”
surfaces of Giacomelli’s figures. Her skins speak of the
greal adventure, the lengthy journey, and the tremendous
past that these people have had and will yet have. Where
Giacometli drapes and sterilizes his metaphysicality with
“scabs”, Abakanowicz lays her figures bare and leaves
them in the midst of a void or-more exactly—of nature.
Indeed Abakanowicz works are about nature whereas
Giacomelli’s are about his universe. Nakedness is a
natural state; it is associated not with “space” but with
“Earth”. Even though they lack any clues to suggest it,
we perceive Abakanowicz’s sculptures as being almost
completely surrounded by a nature that may be untamed
or desolate. Giacomelti’s works by contrast thrust us into
an intellectual placelessness. This is the big difference
between the two." The feelings that these sculptures inspire
most resemble Heidegger’s “throwness” (Geworjfenheit).”

14. David Sylvester, Looking at Giacometti

(New York: Holt Paperbacks, 1997).

15. Martin Heidegger, Being and Time, trans J. Macquarrie & E.
Robinson (New York: Harper Perennial, 2008), 174 and elsewhere.




uzanusidir. Bastan beri irdeledigimiz diger heykellerle
birlikte ele aldigimizda bunu dogal karsilamak
gerekir. Son kertede insanlik durumuna doniik derin
bir sorgulamanin icinde ytizdiiriiyor bizi Abakanowicz.
Bir anlamda bu serginin belkemigini meydana getiren
heykellerin, gerek kafasiz bedenler, gerekse Birlikte
Yasamak heykellerinin bi¢gimlendirdigi o trajik
diinyanin tamamlayicisi bu masklar, anonim cehreler.
Ve bizi, yeniden sdyleyelim, insanin baslangicindaki
bir ifadeye, bir duyguya gétiiriiyor. Freud, dogum
aninin ilk anksiyete oldugunu belirtiyordu.'*Bu
anonim ¢ehreler o anksiyeteye hazirlanan, belki onu
yasamis bir varhigin suratinda tasidig1 gerginlik ve
acidir.

Sergiyi olusturan bu cerceve bize insanhkla

ilgili tirkiitiicii bir baglam sunuyor. O baglam bir
baslangica, insanin baslangicina tekabiil ediyor
olabilir. Ama insanin sonunu da gosterebilir. Insanhgin
biitlin siddetini kullanarak kurdugu diinyay: yakip yok
ettikten sonra i¢ine diistiigli yeni ve umarsiz durumun
dile getirimi olabilir bu sergide yer alan heykeller.
Collesmis ve tiitkenmis bir diinyanin sonsuzlugu.

Nitekim serginin bir baska imge kurucu yapiti olan
Uccello tam da bu kesitte yer aliyor. Uccello, bu
demirden kuslar nedir? Onlarin hemen yaninda
duran, insan1 ¢ildirtacak kadar etkileyici toynakli
memeli kafast heykelleri nedir? Demirden kuslar bize
neredeyse dinlerin geleneksel oykiilerini ¢agristiriyor.
Devasa kanatlar1 ve varliklariyla bosluga dogru
genisliyorlar ve bizi Farid ud-Din Attar’in éykiilerine
goturiiyorlar. Ayrica mitolojinin demir kuslarimi da
biliyoruz. Stymphalian kuslari! Ttimii Uccello’da viicut
bulmus durumda. Ote yanda da olanca hakimiyetleri,
sahsiyetli ifadeleriyle, tam manasiyla tarih oncesi

bir yaratik izlenimi veren memeliler var. Bunlar da
demir yaratiklar. Birer kafa bunlar da. Sanki kafasiz
bedenlere mukabil bedensiz kafalar olarak onlar:
tamamliyorlar. Caglar 6tesinin, animistik bir diinyanin

16. Freud bu goriisiinii ilk defa Riiyalarim Yorumu isimli yapitinin
ikinci baskisina ekledigi bir dipnotta dile getirmistir. Bknz., Sigmund
Freud, The Interpretation of Dreams. Cev. J. Strachey, A. Freud

ile birlikte. London: Vintage Books, 2001; s. 400. Fakat gortistinti
daha sonra su kaynakta gelistirmisti: Sigmund Freud, Sigmund
Freud, Inhibitions, Symptoms and Anxiety, An Autobiographical
Study, Inhibitions, Symptoms and Anxiety, Lay Analysis and Other
Works i¢inde. Cev. James Strachey, Anna Freud ile birlikte. London:
Vintage, 2001, 6zellikle s. 133-139.

The connection is clear. Heidegger suggested that when a
person was “thrown” into a void he reconstructed himsellf,
even if only tacitly. Abakanowicz’s “resisting” figures are
in the same position. The difference is that Abakanowicz’s
resilience and mobility are such as to make it possible to
prevail over the Heideggerian void.

This is equally true of the other sculptures in
Abakanowicz’s show. A group of works bearing the
name “Coexistence” go even beyond the ones that suggest
that they are human beings for all of their lack of

heads. The sculptures in this group are unquestionably
anthropomorphic as well but this time we are confronted
by a being that is human-transcendent. No longer do

we see figures that suggest humanness despite their
headlessness. Quite the conirary, these are beings whose
heads are those of some unidentified creature even though
they have bodies that are human in form. In fact as
creatures they seem to be much more “complete” than the
headless humans do. But who are they? Where did they
come from? Where are they going?

There are no immediate answers Lo these questions. Or
rather the answers we seek point to a new focal point of
tension. Are these “people” creatures that we imagine to
have lived at some time in the past? We don’t know. Neither
do we know if these are “people” who will emerge after
the devastation and destruction of that which we today
refer to as “civilization” and “mankind”. One thing we can
say is this: the creatures confronting us here are relating
a human adventure. Even their name is evidence of this:
Coexistence. With this group of sculptures Abakanowicz is
posing an ethical question which we may have to contend
with at some point in the future. While coexisting—living
together-is always an issue of morality, the fact that it

is also physical takes it even farther. The question which
Abakanowicz is asking is an extremely metaphysical one:
how do we stand along with and in opposition to these
creatures? What emotions will be experienced in a world
occupied by such beings, in a context in which physical
positions and compositions are so ultterly deformed?

Will it be fear, disgust, and rejection? Or will it be an
understanding and embracing approach? The answer to
this question is first and foremost Coexistence.

When these works are viewed in the overall context of the
exhibition, both they and the human-form likenesses which
they possess lead us to think aboul the other sculptures




hayvanlar: olarak gergin suratlariyla izliyorlar
diinyay1. Sanat¢inin bunlara ‘Toynakli Memeliler’
adin vermesine ragmen hayvanlarin bedenlerini

ve toynaklarim géormeyisimiz Abakanowicz’in

biiytik bilmecesini ve karakteristigini vurguluyor.
Kafasi olmayan yaratiklar i¢in nasil onca yorum
yapabiliyorduysak, sanatci nasil o namevcut beden
parcalarim bize muhayyilemizde, hatta ondan da 6te
basbayagi algimizda tamamlattirtyorduysa, bu defa
da ayni seyi icra ediyor. Bir kere daha karsimizdaki
heykellerin eksik bedenlerini biz biitiinltiyoruz. Bu
arada bu bedenler de bizi tipki kafasiz bedenler gibi
bir dlc¢iide tirkiitiiyor. Dogal, Freud bunu dile getiriyor
ve hayvanlara doniik korkularimizin bir ¢ocukluk
semptomu oldugunu vurguluyordu.'”

Bu tesadiifi bir tutum degil. Abakanowicz olmayan

ve mechullerle dolu bir ‘diinya’nin, bir evrenin
kurgusunu gerceklestiriyor. Bunu yaparken insanin
yeryliziindeki varligini muhayyilesiyle kurdugunu hem
biliyor hem duyumsatiyor. Ge¢mis ya da gelecek bir
diinyay1 tiim bir tasarim olarak ancak muhayyilemizde
gerceklestirebiliriz. Bu fiksiyonun en onemli
gercegidir. Aksi takdirde hegemonik bir anlatim

s0z konusu olur. Halbuki Abakanowicz’in diinyasi
apokaliptik bir diinyadir. Bu apokaliptik yaklasim asla
yalvagsi (prophetic) bir tutum kazanmaz. Tersi olsaydi,
sanatg¢i her seyi tamamlanmis bir biitiin halinde ortaya
birakip karsimiza ¢ikarsaydi o vakit yalvagsi bir tutum
takinacakti. Oysa simdi bir kiyamet senaryosunun
icine eksik parcalari yerlestirip, onlar1 tamamlamayi1
izleyene bir sorumluluk olarak ytikliiyor.

Bunu samanistik bir tutum diye gormek de kabildir.
Saman da insanin muhayyilesine hitap eden, onu
tahrik eden birisiydi. Saman yerlesik olani degil,
tahrikine bagh olarak tahayytiil edilebilecek olam
olusturuyordu. Samanin daha sonra monoteist dinlerin
peygamberleri gibi lafza, yazili ve sozel olarak lafza,
dayanan bir ttimel ve kanonik tutumu yoktu. Saman
islevini bir ritiielde ortaya ¢ikariyordu ve klanin
oteki tiyelerinden daha farkl degildi. Oysa yalva¢ bu
bakimdan da 6ncelikliydi, samanin daha isin basinda
secilmis biri oldugunu klan kabul ediyordu. Bu bazen

17. Sigmund Freud, Inhibitions, 124-131.

again. When considered along with the headless human
beings, are these figures an “end” or a “beginning”? The
answer to this question can only be gleaned from the other
works in the show.

Among the works on display are a number of anonymous
“faces” that clearly remind us of ancient Greek theatrical
masks. There is a close relationship between these

works and the carvings of such masks that are to be
Jound especially in and around the cultural centers that
Greek civilization scattered across different parts of
western Anatolia. The eyes of most of these anonymous
countenances are closed. Observing them carefully, it
becomes impossible for us not to be affected by the feelings
of ambivalence which Abakanowicz provokes through
them. Do these portraits/faces show us people who
actually lived, suffered, and died? Or are they, despite
their “developed human” appearance and similar to what
we see in the figures of headless men, the images of as yet
unborn fetuses in the womb? No matter. We may say that
these are the faces of mature, adult human beings but then
the question takes yet another twist: why do these people
have the expressions of a fetus?

There is one crucially important fact here: the fetus’s
expression is not at all peaceful or calm: it is an expression
of distress, of despondency. We find the same thing in

all of these countenances: we stand before faces which
reveal tension, anguish, and gloom so severe as to be
painful. When we realize that the discourse inherent in the
theatrical masks of classical Greek theater was no different
than that in these, the conclusion at which we arrive is that
these masks are the extensions of the expression of tragedy.
When considered along with the other sculptures that we
have been examining so far, we must agree that this is a
natural conclusion. Once again Abakanowicz sets us adrift
on a deep contemplation of the human condition. Thus we
understand that these masks round out the tragic world
shaped by the sculptures which form the backbone of this
exhibition—the headless bodies and the Coexistence group.
This in turn takes us, let us say again, to an expression,

to a feeling of the beginning of humankind. Freud said

biytk zorluklara ragmen gelisiyordu. Kabulden
sonrasinda ise peygamberin ayricaligi imanla teminat
altina alintyordu.'® Oysa samanin boyle bir kiilfeti
yoktur. Saman bir {istiin glice inanmaya ¢agirmaz.

O tistiin giiciin oldugunu diisiiniir ve onu ‘kullanir’.
Bu siire¢ Abakanowiz’in yapitlarinda aynen
gerceklesir. Abakanowicz eksik biraktiklarini
izleyene tamamlatuirirken ikili bir siire¢ insa ediyor.

18. Dinler arasinda énemli farkhiliklar gosteren bir durumdur bu.
Islam dini miiminlerini 6nce Allah’a inanmaya cagirir. Peygamber
Allah’mn elg¢isidir. Hiristiyanhk’ta ise Tanr1’ya inanmak peygamber
Isa’ya inanmaktan gecer. Musevilik’teki inanma ise metin/yaz
iisttinden gelisir. Tanr1 da peygamber de yazilh On Emir’de tecessiim
eder. On Emir 6nceldir.

that the first anxiety a human being feels is the moment of
birth.' These anonymous faces reveal the tension and pain
of a being that is about to experience or may have already
just experienced the trauma of birth.

The overall framework making up this exhibition presents
us with a fearsome commentary on what it means to

be human. The context may be one of a beginning—the
beginning of humankind-but it may also be that of its
demise. The sculptures in this show may be an expression

16. Sigmund Freud, The Interpretation of Dreams, trans J. Strachey
with A. Freud (London: Vintage Books, 2001), 400. Having first
advanced this view in a footnote that he added to the second edition
of The Interpretation of Dreams, Freud subsequently developed

it further in Inhibitions, Symptoms and Anxiety. Sigmund Freud,
Inhibitions, Symptoms and Anxiety, An Autobiographical Study,
Inhibitions, Symptoms and Anxiety, Lay Analysis and Other Works,
trans J. Strachey with A. Freud (London: Vintage, 2001), 133-139 and
elsewhere.



Kendisi izleyeni muhayyilesini isletmeye cagirarak
ve onun dncesini hazirlayarak samanistik bir edim
icine girerken, izleyene de o samanistik eylemi

icra ettiriyor. Bu durumun apokaliptik olmadigim
soylemek kabil degil. Hele kurgulanan ve izleyenin
tahayyiil etmesi tasarlanan olgular amimsandiginda
apokaliptik alginin daha da ytikseldigini vurgulamak
gerekir. Nitekim Gutron heykelinde, kafeslerine
kapatilmis insansi yaratiklar bu vurguyu daha da
yogunlastirmaktadir.

Biitiin bunlarin imledigi bir sonug¢ var ve o sonug bir
baska heykelde diigtimleniyor.

Sergide Abakanowicz’in yaptig1 bazen tirkiitiicii de
olabilen el heykelleri yer aliyor. Basta da belirttigimiz
gibi el homo faber olarak insanin alamet-i farikasidir,
ayirt edici 6zelligidir. Eli oldugu icin insan kendisi
olabilmistir. Insan beyni ve islevi elin bir uzantisi
olarak gelismistir. El, gene baslangicta degindigimiz
teknoloji yaratan insanin 6zetidir. Abakanowicz,

of the novel and hopeless state into which the human race
Jalls after having devastated and destroyed the world that
it created through the perpetration of so much violence: a

world desolated and depleted for all eternity.

It is at this very juncture that there stands another work
that is fundamental to this exhibition: Uccello. What are
these birds fashioned from iron? Standing immediately
beside them are the maddeningly impressive Head of a
hoofed mammal sculptures. What are those? The iron
birds seemingly conjure up traditional religious stories.
Expanding into space with their gigantic wings and
presences, they remind us of the tales of Attar of Nishapur
or of the Stymphalian birds of Greek mythology. They
and all of their kind are manifested in Uccello. Nearby are
Jigures of “mammals” whose headstrong, self-possessed
expressions make us think of prehistoric creatures. These
too are of iron. Each consisting of but a single head, they
seem to complement the artist’s headless bodies as bodiless
heads. Resembling the animals of some primeval, animistic
world of the past, their tense faces gaze oul upon our own.
Although Abakanowicz calls them “hoofed mammals”,

insanin, ilk insanin, elini, penc¢e halindeki,

yabanil tirnaklariyla biitiinlesmis elini yaratiyor.
Animsatiyor. Gene aym olgu var karsimizda: tipki
bedensiz hayvanlar, kafasiz govdeler gibi bu defa

da bedensiz eller var. Biz uzak diinyanin buluntusu
gibi karsimizda duran, ¢uvallara sarilmis, o nedenle
de bize ilk insanin giysilerini animsatan, ilk insam
yeniden kurgulamamiza yol acan, onun biiyiik
seriivenini isaret eden, dile getiren eller bunlar. Heniiz
uygarlasmamis. Ama uygarhg kuracak olan penceler.

v

Bu géonderme dogrudan dogruya teknolojiye donuktiir.
Oyle olunca da serginin icerdigi figiirlerin insanin
yazgisiyla iligkili oldugu anlasihiyor. Ge¢mise yonelik
bir yazg1 yok. Her yazgi gelecege aittir. Her yazgi

bir gelecek tasarlar. Abakanowicz’in heykelleri
tiiketilmis, yok olmus bir diinyay1 degil, insanin ilk
giiniinde kurmay tasarladig diinyay1 bize sunuyor.
Ama gelecegin yikintilarimin hatta ge¢misin icinde
gene dogrudan dogruya insanin yarattig yikintilarin
bu kurgudan dislandigim séylemek olanaksiz. insan
yikici bir yaratiktir. Toplumsah ve kiiltiireli insan
kendisini dizginlemek ic¢in tiretmistir. Freud hakliyd.
Tanriy1 totemden kalkarak insa eden insan ayni
zamanda uygarhga giden yolu da aciyordu.' Buna
ragmen, hatta cogu kere dini de icerecek bicimde,
insanmin siddete basvurdugunu biliyoruz. Her siddetin
getirdigi yikim oncekinden daha fazla olmaktadir.
Sonunda, hemcinsini bilerek ve tasarlayarak oldiiren
tek varhk yeryiiziinde insandir. Teknolojinin silaha
doniismesi insanin en c¢elisik, en garip yazgisidir.
Kendisini var etmek icin urettigi teknolojiyi gene
kendisini yok etmek i¢in kullanan insanin bu yazgisi
biitiin ihtisam ve tiim tirperticiligiyle Abakanowicz’in
yapitina islenmistir. Bu, tragedyadan yola ¢ikarak
uygarhgini olusturan insanin kendisine ait, 6znesi ve
nesnesi kendisi olan trajik bir diinyaya ulasmasinin da
macerasidir.

Bu yapitlar insanin yerytiziindeki yasamishgimnin
miuihridr.

19. Sigmund Freud, Totem and Taboo and Other Works. Cev.
J. Strachey, A. Freud ile birlikte. London: Vintage Books, 2001.

we see nothing of their hooves nor even of their bodies—a
Jact that characteristically underscores the great riddle
which the artist sets for us. Just as we were able to engage
in so much speculation about headless creatures and just
as the artist obliged us to “fill in” non-existing body parts
through our imagination (going so far as to make us
actually see them), here too she is doing the same thing.
Once again we make whole the incomplete bodies of the
Jigures before us. And once again too these bodies alarm us
just as the headless bodies did. This is natural. Freud said
as much when he pointed out that our fears about animals
are symptomatic of childishness.””

This is no accident. Abakanowicz creates for us a world-a
universe-which does not exist and is full of unknowns.
While doing so she also knows that it is through their
imagination that human beings establish their presence

in the world and she makes us sense this too. It is only

in our imagination that we can fully lay out a past or
Juture world. This truth is the most important reality

of fiction for the only other possible form of expression
must be hegemonical. But while Abakanowicz’s world is
an apocalyptic world, her apocalyptic approach is never
prophetic. Only if it were otherwise, which is to say only

if the artist confronted us with a complete, seamlessly
constructed whole, would her attitude be a prophetic one.
Instead, she makes it the viewer’s responsibility to complete
the disaster scenario by finding the missing bits and setting
them into place.

It is also possible to see this as a shamanistic attitude.
Shamans are individuals who appeal to and incite
people’s imagination. What a shaman creates is not
conventionalities bul rather things which can be imagined
depending on the nature of the incitement. Shamans
employ none of the universal, canonical approaches based
on the spoken and/or written word as do the prophets of
monotheistic religions. In shamanistic cultures, shamans
Julfill their functions through the conduct of rituals and as
individuals they are no different than any other member
of the clan. While prophets had to earn their reputation
through prophecy, the members of a clan recognized a
shaman as a “chosen one” from the very outset though
sometimes this was achieved only in the face of great
suffering. Once having gained acceptance, a prophet’s

17. Freud, Inhibitions, 124-131 and elsewhere.



position had to be safeguarded by his believers.'® Shamans
were under no such obligation. A shaman does not enjoin
anyone to believe in a “higher power”: he is the higher
power and channels il.

The same progression manifests itself in Abakanowicz’s
works. She constructs a two-way process that obliges

the viewer to fill in the things which she leaves out. She
calls upon her viewers Lo exercise their imagination.
Having laid the groundwork for this and engaged in

a shamanistic performance, she obliges her viewer to
perform the same shamanistic ritual. It is impossible to
call the situation anything other than apocalyptic. Indeed
when we recall both the constructs and the things which
the viewer is intended to imagine, it must be emphasized
that the apocalyptic perception is even more heightened.
Just as in the Guitron sculpture, the humanlike creatures
incarcerated in cages further intensify this.

There is one result to which all of this points and that
result comes together in yet another group of sculptures.

Among the sculptures which Abakanowicz shows us are
hands which can also be alarming sometimes. As we
said at the very beginning of this essay, the hand is the
trademark—-the distinguishing attribute—of homo faber.
Human beings are human because they have hands.

The human brain and all of its functions developed as
extensions of the human hand. The hand, again as we
noted at the beginning, is a précis of technology-creating
humankind. Abakanowicz creates and makes us think
of the hands of human beings—of primal human beings
with claw-like hands sporting ferocious talons. We are
once again confronted by the same phenomenon: just
like the bodiless animals and headless bodies, now we
have bodiless hands. These are hands which stand before
us like the artifacts of some distant world, which are
wrapped in a course fabric that reminds us of primitive
clothing, which lead us to recreate early human beings
in our minds, and which point to and express their great
adventure. These are not so much hands as uncivilized
paws: but they are the paws that will create civilizations.

18. The world’s creeds differ significantly from one another on this
issue. Among the Abrahamic religions, Islam commands its adherents
to believe in Allah, whose messenger Mohammed is; in Christianity,
Jaith is based on the works and teachings of Jesus Christ; in Judaism,
the observance of sacred writings and commandments, which are
revealed by prophets (most notably Moses), is paramount.

w

This brings us right back to technology. It becomes clear
that the figures contained in this show are associated with
humanity’s fate. Fate has no “past’; fate is all about the
Juture and every fate proposes a future. Abakanowicz’s
sculptures show us a world but it is not a world which

is exhausted or destroyed, it is rather the world whose
creation was designed by human beings from the very
Jirst day. Nevertheless it is impossible to say that directly
human-caused past or future devastation has been
excluded from this construct. Human beings are destructive
creatures. Human beings created society and culture
precisely to rein in this destructive force. Freud was right
about that. By constructing God out of Totem, human
beings also opened the path leading to civilization.””
Nevertheless we also know that people have recourse

to violence, quite often in the context of religion itself.
Each new devastation caused by violence is worse than
the preceding one. Finally the only living thing on earth
that knowingly and deliberately commits murder is man.
The strangest and most contradictory aspect of human
destiny is the transformation of technology into weaponry.
Abakanowicz’s works are informed by all the dreadful
majesty of human beings using the technology which they
produced to make their existence possible in order to wreak
their own destruction. This is the adventure of human
beings who, having created civilization out of one tragedy,
end up in a tragic world of their own making, a world in
which they are both the subject and the objeclt.

Magdalena Abakanowicz’s works are the seal of human
existence on earth.

19. Sigmund Freud, Totem and Taboo and Other Works, trans J.
Strachey with A. Freud (London: Vintage Books, 2001).



INSANLIK SERUVENI
THE HUMAN ADVENTURE



Anonymous Portrait #4, 1989, 1990
pamuk, recine ve ahsap / cotton, resin and wood
63.5x25.4x18 cm



Anonymous Portrait Head #5, 1987
pamuk, recine ve kum / cotion, resin and sand
65.4x25.4x18 cm

Anonymous Portrait Head #5, 1987
pamuk, recine ve kum / cotton, resin and sand
63.5x25.4x20.5 cm

Anonymous Portrait Head 11, 1989
pamuk, recine ve kum / cotton, resin and sand
69x18x18 cm



Anonymous Portrait Head 111, 1989
pamuk, recine ve kum / cotion, resin and sand
69x18x18 cm

Magot from the Incarnations Cycle, 1989
bronz / bronze
61x25x18 cm

Anonymous Portrait from the Incarnations Cycle, 1985
bronz / bronze
63.5x15x10 cm






Coexistence (1), 2002 Coexistence (12), 2002
cuval bezi / burlap cuval bezi / burlap
175.3x55.9x61 cm 198.1x63.5x48.3 cm




Coexistence (13), 2002 Coexistence (14), 2002
cuval bezi / burlap cuval bezi / burlap
215.9x63.5x58.4 cm 198.1x66x45.7 cm




Coexistence (3), 2002
cuval bezi / burlap
194x63.5x40.6 cm
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Coexistence (5), 2002
cuval bezi / burlap
181.6x61x38.1 cm

Coexistence (7), 2002
cuval bezi / burlap
216x66x56 cm




Coexistence (8), 2002
cuval bezi / burlap
216x66x76.2 cm

Coexistence (9), 2002
cuval bezi / burlap
195x67x40.6 cm




Figure in Iron House, 1989-1990
cuval bezi, recine, demir / burlap, resin, iron
147.3x109x90 cm




From the Anatomy Cycle: Anatomy 19, 2009
cuval bezi, ahsap, celik / burlap, wood, steel
94x23x15 cm

From the Anatomy Cycle: Anatomy 21, 2009
cuval bezi, ahsap, ¢elik / burlap, wood, steel
94x69x25.4 cm






From the cycle “Hoofed Mammal Heads” - Artubek, 1989-1990
bronz / bronze
145x13x48 cm

From the cycle “Hoofed Mammal Heads” - Artubir, 1989-1990
bronz / bronze
150x99x38 cm

From the cycle “Hoofed Mammal Heads” - Artumab, 1989-1990
bronz / bronze
168x28x61 cm



From the cycle “Hoofed Mammal Heads” - Artumad, 1990
bronz / bronze
160x28x61 cm

From the cycle “Hoofed Mammal Heads” - Artumam, 1989-1990
bronz / bronze
168x28x66 cm

From the cycle “Hoofed Mammal Heads” - Artumati, 1990
bronz / bronze
160x53x61 cm






Gutron in Cage, 2005

bronz / bronze Lukas in Pyramid, 1991
Gutron 198x66x53 cm cuval bezi, recine, demir / burlap, resin, iron
Kafes / cage 185x112x117 cm 198x89x89 cm




=

- -

s

B . L

1 zi LMHH..at.MME-.

RS s St
N S Sty T

- . N -




Plaster Body 7, 1987 Plaster Body 8, 1987
al¢1 ve ahsap / plaster and wood al¢1 ve ahsap / plaster and wood
259x81x104 cm 261.6x86.4x132 cm




Show Case with “Grey Faces”, 1996
cam ve keten ipler / glass and linen threads
91.4x74x46 cm




Show Case with “Object in Old Suit”, 1996
Demir, cam ve ¢uval bezi / iron, glass and burlap
94x76x46 cm
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Silent Figure, 2002
bronz / bronze
180x51x28 cm




Uccello 4, 1999
aliiminyum / aluminum
226x157.4x140 cm




T
.




Uccello 6, 1999
aliminyum / aluminum
185x119.4x119.4 cm



Standing Figures, 2000
bronz / bronze
167.6x51x28 cm
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Walking Figures, 2000
bronz / bronze
165x51x79 cm




Magdalena Abakanowicz

Magdalena Abakanowicz 1930 yilinda, aristokrat

bir Polonyali-Rus ailesinin ¢ocugu olarak diinyaya
geldi. Sovyet hakimiyeti alinda gecen bir donem

olan 2. Diinya Savasi sonrasinda, Varsova Sanat
Akademisi’nde 6grenim gordii. Kendini dayatilan
kurallar ve recetelerden dzgiirlestirerek biiylik kagit
ve tuvaller tizerine guaj resimler yapmaya basladi

ve daha sonra kendi adindan esinlenerek “Abakans”
ismini verdigi yumusak malzemelerden, biiytik,
anitsal, ti¢ boyutlu formlar insa ederek bunlarla 1965
yilinda Sao Paolo Bienali’nde Birincilik Odiilii’'ne layik
gorildii. 1970’lerde ¢uval bezinden figiiratif ve non-
figtiratif nesneler olusturmaya basladi; bu eserlerinin
uluslararasi arenaya ilk ¢ikisi1 da 1980’de Venedik
Bienali'nde Polonya’y1r temsil ettigi zaman gerceklesti.

Abakanowicz 1986’dan 1995’e kadar celik ile
donatilmis buiytik aga¢ govdelerinden olusan “War
Games” (Savas Oyunlar) serisi tizerinde ¢alisti.
1980’lerde tiretmeye basladig: otoportreleri, aralarinda
“Mutants” (Mutantlar) serisinin de yer aldig1 hayali
hayvan formlari ve portreleri izledi. Daha sonra anitsal
biytikliikte kuslar ve baliklarin yam sira gercek ve
hayali hayvanlara ait metaforik kafalar tiretmeye
basladi. Biytik 6l¢ekli “Hand-Like Trees” (EI-Gibi
Agaclar) serisi, onun hayatin organik ve yasamsal
formlarim ifade etmeye olan siiregen baghlhiginin delili
olarak goriilebilir.

Bronz, aliminyum, ¢elik, ahsap ve beton kullanimim
kucaklayarak btiyuik dl¢ekli ag¢ik hava isleri tiretti.
Abakanowicz agik havada sergilenmek tizere yaptigi
islerini iki temel kavram cercevesinde ortaya koydu:
birden fazla insan figiirtinden olusan topluluklar,
“Crowds” (Kalabaliklar) ve daha c¢ok soyut eserlerden
olusan “Spaces to Contemplate” (Tefekkiir Mekéanlarr).
Kalic1 enstalasyonlar: italya, Israil, Litvanya, Kore,
Japonya, Almanya, Polonya ve ABD peyzajlarinda
goriilebilir.

Bugiin Magdalena Abakanowicz’in ¢calismalar: tiim
diinyada ytizlerce miize sergisinde gorulmiuistiir.
Kendisi Polonya, ingiltere ve Amerika Birlesik
Devletleri tiniversitelerinden yedi fahri doktora ile
onurlandirilmistir. American Academy of Arts and
Letters (Amerikan Sanat ve Edebiyat Akademisi) ve
Berlin’deki Akademie der Kunste (Sanat Akademisi)
yonetim kurulu tyesi olup, New York Uluslararas:
Heykel Merkezi tarafindan verilen Yasam Boyu Bagar:
Odulii’niin de sahibidir. Sanat¢i Polonya’da, Varsova’da
yasaylp calismaktadir.

Magdalena Abakanowicz

Magdalena Abakanowicz was born in 1930 to an
aristocratic Polish-Russian family. After World War

1I, a period of Soviet domination, she studied at the
Academy of Art in Warsaw. Liberating herself from rules
and prescriptions imposed, she started to paint large
gouaches on paper and canvas, then out of soft materials
constructed huge monumental, three-dimensional
Jorms entitled “Abakans,” so-called after her own name,
which in1965 won her the Grand Prize at the Sdo Paolo
Biennial. In the 1970s she began to create figurative and
non-figurative objects out of burlap; these made their
international debut when she represented Poland in the
1980 Venice Biennial.

From 1986 to 1993 Abakanowicz worked on the cycle “War
Games”: huge tree trunks armed with steel. In the 1980s
she also began self-portraits, followed by faces and forms
of imaginary animals, including the series “Mutants.”

She went on to make monumental metaphoric heads of
animals real and imagined, along with birds, and fish.
Her grand-scale “Hand-Like Trees,” also evidence her
continued dedication to expressing organic and vital forms
in life.

Embracing the use of bronze, aluminum, steel, wood, and
concrete, she has created major outdoor works, too. In
open space Abakanowicz introduced two key concepls for
her artistic practice: “Crowds,” congregations of multiple
human figures, and “Spaces to Contemplate,” more
abstracted works. Permanent installations can be found
in landscapes in Italy, Israel, Lithuania, Korea, Japan,
Germany, Poland, and the US.

Today Magdalena Abakanowicz’s work has been seen

in hundreds of museum exhibitions the world over. She
has been distinguished with seven honorary doctorates
Jrom universities in Poland, Great Britain, and the United
States. She is a member of the American Academy of Arts
and Letters and the Akademie der Kunste in Berlin, and is
recipient of the Lifetime Achievement Award bestowed by
the International Sculpture Center in New York. The artist
lives and works in Warsaw, Poland.
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Mary Jane Jacob

Mary Jane Jacob, The School of the Art Institute of
Chicago’da [SAIC] Sergiler ve Sergi Arastirmalari
Bolimii’'nde Yiriitme Direktori ve Profesor olarak
calisan bir kiiratordiir. Chicago ve L.os Angeles
Cagdas Sanat Miizeleri sef kiiratorii olarak, 1982
yilindaki Magdalena Abakanowicz sergisi de dahil
olmak tizere bir¢cok Amerikali ve Avrupal sanatc¢inin
ABD’deki ilk sergilerini diizenlemistir. Daha sonra
calisma alanin1 miizeden sokaklara kaydirarak
Chicago’da “Culture in Action” (Kiiltiir Hareketi),
Atlanta Olimpiyatlar: esnasinda gerc¢eklestirilen
“Conversations at The Castle” (Kalede Sohbetler),

ve Charleston, Giiney Carolina’da ABD Spoleto
Festivali’'nde “Places with a Past” (Ge¢misi olan
Mekanlar) gibi kamusal alan ile ilgili elestirel

sOylem icerisinde kistas olusturan mekana 6zgii ve
toplum temelli programlar gerceklestirmistir. Yakin
zamanlarda gerceklestirdigi programlar, editorligiini
ortaklasa tistlendigi antolojilere yonelmistir: Buddha
Mind in Contemporary Art (Cagdas Sanatta Buda
Zihniyeti), Learning Mind: Experience into Art
(Ogrenen Zihin: Deneyimi Sanata Yonlendirmek),
The Studio Reader: On the Space of Artists (Stiidyo
Okuyucusu: Sanat¢ilarin Mekanina Dair) ve Chicago
Makes Modern: How Creative Minds Changed Society
(Chicago Moderni Kuruyor: Yaratic1 Zihinler Toplumu
Nasil Degistirdi).

Jacob, Kadin Sanat Toplantis1 tarafindan verilen
Yasam Boyu Basar1 Odiilii'ne (Women’s Caucus

for Art Lifetime Achievement Award), 2010 yili
Universite Sanat Dernegi Konferans’nda Kamusal
Sanat Diyalogu’nun Kamusal Sanat Dalinda Yasam
Boyu Basar1 Odiili’ne (Public Art Dialogue’s Lifetime
Award for Achievement in the Field of Public Art)
layik goriilmiis ve 2011 yihinda kadinlarin liderligi
organizasyonu ArtTable tarafindan ABD’de gorsel
sanatlar alaninda en etkili kadinlardan biri olarak
onurlandirilmistir. Jacob 2012 yilinda da Chicago
Sosyal Uygulamalar: (Chicago Social Practice) tizerine
gerceklestirecegi biiytlik bir sergi icin Warhol Vakfi
Kiiratoryel Arastirma Bursu (Warhol Foundation
Curatorial Research Fellowship) ile odiillendirilmistir.

Mary Jane Jacob

Mary Jane Jacob is a curator who holds the position

of Professor and Executive Director of Exhibitions and
Exhibition Studies at the School of the Art Institute of
Chicago [SAIC]. As chief curator of the Museums of
Contemporary Art in Chicago and Los Angeles, she staged
some of the first U.S. shows of American and European
artists, including Magdalena Abakanowicz in 1982.

Then shifting her workplace from the museum to the
street, she critically engaged the discourse around public
space with such landmark site-specific and community-
based programs as “Culture in Action” in Chicago, and
“Conversations at the Castle” during the Atlanta Olympics,
and “Places with a Past” for the Spoleto Festival USA in
Charleston, South Carolina. More recently her programs
have led to co-edited anthologies: Buddha Mind in
Contemporary Art, Learning Mind: Experience into Art,
The Studio Reader: On the Space of Artists, and Chicago
Makes Modern: How Creative Minds Changed Society.

Jacob was awarded the Women’s Caucus for Art Lifetime
Achievement Award and Public Art Dialogue’s Lifetime
Award for Achievement in the Field of Public Art at the
2010 College Art Association Conference, and in 2011 she
was honored by the women’s leadership organization
ArtTable as one of the key influential women in the field
of visual arts in the U.S. In 2012 Jacob was awarded a
Warhol Foundation Curatorial Research Fellowship for
an upcoming major exhibition on Chicago Social Practice.

Hasan Biilent Kahraman

Akademisyen, sanat elestirmeni, sanat kuramcisi.
Egitimini Tiirkiye ve Amerika’da tamamladi. Bilkent,
Sabanci, Michigan, Columbia gibi {iniversitelerde
profesor ve kurucu olarak gorev aldi. Princeton
Universitesi Ahmet Ertegiin Profesérii oldu. Simdi
Kadir Has Universitesi’nde Rektor yardimecisi. Kiiltiir
Bakanhg Danmismani olarak ¢alisti. Kahraman
serbest elestirmenliginin yam sira kdse yazarhgi
yapiyor. Ayrica Contemporary Istanbul Sanat Fuari
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